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“4° The publisher begs to draw the attention of 
readers to the following extract from the 
(mtral Law Journal, of November 30th last :— 


“ The Souicrrors’ Journat has just entered upon its 
jyenty-second volume; and its twin publication, the 
Wesxty Rerortsr, has just commenced its twenty-sixth 
wlume. During the past three years we have had the 

e of an exchange with this dual publication, 
‘gna tt has been of great and constant value tous. It is 
dlited ina manner which evinces a thorough training, 
gnd the very best judgment. Its case-reporting covers a 
wide range, embracing all the divisions of the High 
Court of Justice, the Court of Appeal and the House of 
Jords, as well as the decisions of the Railway Commis- 
sion, and, in special cases, decisions of the County Courts, 
es are eminent serjeants or barristers. An 
illustration of the advantage to an American practitioner 
of a weekly report of the most valuable English case-law, 
will be found in the following instance, which we cite 
out of several others: A case involving some 40,000dols. 
has been recently won by a member of the St. Louis bar 
inone of our courts, upon the authority of the New 
Sombrero Phosphate Company v. Erlanger, and other 
English cases relating to the liability of the promoters of 
ions. The report of this case was furnished him 
by us, from our files of the Wuexix Rerorrer. We 
cannot well see how an American lawyer in full 
can consider his library equipped, unless he 
takes one of the three English law journals; and, from 
aconsiderable acquaintance with all of them, we unhesi- 
tatingly say that we consider the Soxicrrors’ JournaL 
and Wezxty Rerorrsr the most useful of the three to 
the American lawyer. As this looks something like a 
Pe we may add that it is spontaneous; we have 
no correspondence with either the editor or publisher 

of the journal named for three years.” 


~The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 22, 1877. 








Motes for the Lnsuing Wicek. 
Dec. 24.—Christmas Vacation begins. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE IMPORTANT AND ELABORATE JUDGMENT delivered 
by the Court of Appeal on Thursday in three cases 
relating to the official referees clears up the meaning 
of several provisions of the rules of court, as to 
which some doubt has been felt, and at the same time 
checks a practice, which was becoming rather too 
prevalent, of using the threat of compulsory reference to 
an official referee as a means of driving parties into a 
compromise. The result of the judgment is to narrow 
the provisions of the Act and rules much within what 
has been commonly supposed to be their scope. It is 
held that there is no power in the court to refer the 
whole action to an official referee to be tried and finally 
determined ; all references must be of specific questions 
for report or issues of fact for trial, and the report or 
finding of the referee is in all cases open to be reversed 
or re-considered by the court. So far, we think, if we 
may venture to say so, that the decision is both right in 
point of construction, and likely to be beneficial in opera- 
tion. But the court appears to have rather gone out 
of its way to decide another matter not in any way 
taised by the circumstances of the cases before it. The 
court laid it down distinctly that under the Act and rules 
there is no power for parties to actions to give notice 
of trial of an action generally before an official referee, 
but only of issues as to which an order under s, 57 


has been obtained; and this they held in the face of 
ord. 36, r, 2, which states that “‘actions shall be tried 
and heard either before a judge or judges, or before 
a judge sitting with assessors, or before a judge and 
jury, or before an official or special referee, with or with- 
out assessors”; on the ground that the framers of the 
trules could not be taken to have intended to extend the 
scope of the provisions of the Act of 1873, no such 
provision being contained in that Act. -The learned 
judges, we think, must have overlooked the fact that in 
the schedule to the Act of 1873, the very rule which is 
now r. 2o0f ord. 36, was printed as r. 30; and follow- 
ing it was the provision that “the plaintiff may give 
notice of trial by any of the modes aforesaid.” In 
other words, the provision as to the selection by the 
plaintiff of trial of the action before an official referee 
was actually enacted by the Legislature when it in- 
augurated the judicature reforms. As it was again 
enacted by the Legislature, in 1875, in the first schedule 
to the Judicature Act of that year, it seems rather a 
strong thing to hold that it could not have been in- 
tended to constitute a part of the new system of 
procedure. 








Berrore we all abandon law for festivity, it may be 
worth while to consider briefly the law relating to the 
ensuing season. Christmas Day itself is dies non-juri- 
dicus at common law, and it is provided by Order 57, 
rule 2, that it is not to be reckoned in the computation 
of any limited time less than six days. In Acts of 
Parliament the day is usually placed on a level with 
Sunday and Good Friday; but the early and/still un- 
repealed statute, 27 Hen. 6, c. 5, which forbids the 
holding of fairs on Sundays and other festivals, omits 
Christmas Day from the very full list of festivals 
enumerated. It is expressly provided by 7&8 Geo. 4, 
c. 15, that Christmas Day “ shall for all purposes what- 
ever, as regards bills of exchange and promissory notes, 
be treated as the Lord’s Day, commonly called: Sunday.” 
In connection with this statute, which appears to be in 
affirmance of the common law, Mr. Justice Story: puts 
an odd case. He says: “If the first day of grace should 
be on Saturdey, and Monday should be Christmas Day, 
and the acceptor should be a Jew, by whose’ religions 
usages abstinence from all secular business is interdicted 
on Saturdays, the bill would (it is presumed) be payable 
on Friday, without any grace whatsoever. For the Jew 
acceptor would not be compelled to do business: on 
Saturday; and the laws or usages of the country would 
not justify a demand on Sunday or Christmas Day.’ 
See “Story on Bills,” s 340, citing Lindo vy. 
Unsworth, 2 Camp. 602, where it was said that the law 
merchant “respects the religion of different people.” 
The Licensing Acts have for a long period forbidden the 
opening of public-houses on Sunday, Christmas Day, 
and Good Friday, except within certain limited hours. 
Indeed, the recent Act of 1874 went a step farther than 
its predecessors in this direction, and took Christmas- 
eve under its protection by the enactment (37 & 38 
Vict. c. 49, s. 3) that licensed premises “wherever 
situate shall be closed on Christmas Day, and Good 
Friday, and on the days preceding Christmas Day and 
Good Friday, respectively, as if Christmas Day and 
Good Friday were, respectively, Sunday,” with the 
qualification, however, that “this provision shall not 
alter the hours during which such premises shall be 
closed on Sunday when Christmas Day immediately pre- 
cedes or succeeds Sunday.” The Theatres Act (6 & 7 
Vict. ¢. 68), we may remark, contains nothing 
the opening of theatres on Christmas Day, but it is, 
we believe, usual for the licences of the Lord Chamber- 
lain, or the justices of the peace as the case may re- 
quire, not to extend to performances on that day. And 
neither the Lord’s Day Acts of Charles I., and 
Charles II., nor 21 Geo. 3, c, 49, which forbids 





Sunday amusements, extend to Christmas Day. 
8 
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‘¢ Tus Forum, where the immortal accents glow, 


And still the eloquent air breathes, burns with— 


Christian !” 


With all respect for the ability and courage of Lord Justice 
Christian, we should like to suggest for his imitation the 
interesting fact that some of the most famous orations 
He has this week made 

another lengthy speech from the bench, the text being 

some remarks of the Irish Attorney-General in the 

House of Commons, pointing out the necessity for having a 
' strong Court of Appeal, “ one which would command the 

confidence of the country and prevent the necessity of 

constant and costly appeals to the House of Lords by 
His lordship is stated to have 
availed himself of the opportunity to review the history 
of the Court of Appeal in Chancery, in order to point out 
that in eleven years there had been only eleven appeals 
Then the Lord Chancellor made 
an explanatory speech; the Lord Justice “ accepted 
willingly the explanation of the Lord Chancellor’; 
the Lord Chancellor ‘‘ expressed his satisfaction” that 
the Lord Justice had “so clearly expressed his opinion 
about a second Lord Justice of Appeal’”—and then 
Along with 
the other reforms in the Irish judicial system, there seems 
to be some necessity for the introduction of the Athenian 
device for shortening addresses, applied, however, not to 


of antiquity were never spoken. 


dissatisfied suitors.” 


to the House of Lords. 


we hope the court proceeded to business. 


the pleader but to the bench. 





THE TRITE OBSERVATION that threatened people live 
The 
Middlesex Registry has for many years been threatened. 
In 1869 the Land Transfer Commissioners reported that 


long is even truer of institutions than of men. 


the witnesses all agreed in saying that the registry 
caused a great deal of trouble and expense, afforded no 
additional security or other special advantage, and 
ought not to be continued; and they added, “we 
entirely concur in this opinion, and recommend that 
from as early a date as possible the registry should be 
closed as regards the registration of deeds registered 
after that date.” In 1871, and again in 1872, Mr. 
G. B. Gregory introduced into the House of Commons 
@ measure intended to carry out the suggestion of the 
commissioners, and in the discussion on one of these 
bills, the Attorney-General of the day described the 
registry as “‘ doomed”; yet to-day it is flourishing in 
all its inconvenient and cumbrous activity, the number 
of deeds registered during the present year being, we 
are informed, no less than 35,000. A member of a lead- 
ing London solicitors’ house recently asked in our 
columns whether, since we are obliged to use this registry, 
it is not worth while to try to improve it, particularly 
as regards the mode of indexing? As to this, the con- 
dition of matters seems to be as follows:—As is well 
known, there are two indexes, one the Parliamentary 
index, the fee for search in which is one 
shilling, and the other a ‘‘ Lexicographical Index” 
commencing in 1829, the fee for search in which is 
2s. 6d. There was formerly a good deal of controversy 
as to the right of the registrars to charge this additional 
fee for the lexicographical index. In 1867 the Metro- 
politan and Provincial Law Association, in a petition to 
Parliament, said that the additional expense attending 
the compilation of this index could “ hardly be pleaded 
as @ justification” for increasing the searching fee to 
2s. 6d., ‘‘in the face of the large surplus annually 
derived from the other fees taken in the office,” and they 
pointed out that in several other public offices—the 
Probate Court and the Common Pleas Registry of Judg- 
ments, for instance—the use of a lexicographical, or 
mainly lexicograp hical, index was afforded without any 
additional charge. In that year, however, the registrars 
took the opinion of Mr. Mellish and Mr. Trevelyan on 
the question of their right to make the extra charge, 
and those eminent counsel advised that the registrars 
were “entitled to charge a reasonable sum for the use 


——— 
reported, as to the lexicographical index, that this 
index, having been compiled at the cost of , 
registrars, cannot, we think, be considered ag wholly 
public property.” The position of matters is ther. 
fore a little different from that contemplated by 
our correspondent. We have a public registry, on, 
of the indexes to which the officers of the 

claim as their private property. They na 
regard this highly lucrative index as the very 
fection of human ingenuity, and we cannot but think 
our correspondent’s wonted acuteness was a little gt 
fault when he looked with cheerful confidence to ths 
deputy-registrar’s readiness to welcome ul 

We agree with our correspondent in thinking that sings 
the introduction of the ordnance maps it is well 

of consideration whether some safer mode of ind 
could not be adopted ; but we must point out that if any 
movement is to be made in this direction the pressure 
must come from outside the office. 





Tus REvENvE case of Gilbertson v. Ferguson, r 
before the Exchequer Division, has brought to light a 
startling anomaly in the new procedure. Every week 
the Court of Appeal is occupied with trumpery ques. 
tions of practice, while against a class of cases inyol 
matters of enormous importance the doors of that court 
are shut. The case mentioned above was described 
the Lord Chief Baron as “ of transcendent importance 
as regarded every foreign corporation in the world 
which had any communication with England”; the 
decision of the case, we believe, involved the 
question whether.a large annual sum should be paid 
for income tax by the foreign corporation concerned in 
the case, and every other foreign corporation having an 
office in England will be affected by the decision, It 
is pre-eminently a case which should go to the House 
of Lords. Yet owing to the absurd and unn 
generality of the provisions of section 20 of the Appel. 
late Jurisdiction Act of 1876, that no appeal shall lie 
‘‘where by Act of Parliament it is provided that the 
decision of any court or judge” whose jurisdiction is 
transferred to the High Court “‘is to be final,” this 
case has to be finally decided by the Exchequer Division 
of the High Court, There have already been two 
arguments before two judges of that division; these 
learned judges are understood to be strongly divided 
in opinion, and the result is that a third argument has 
now been directed before three judges. It may be hoped 
that in the forthcoming session of Parliament this 
anomaly will be removed. 





Tus LEARNED Master or THs Roxzs, ever on the look 
out for facts to support his theory that there is no 
chancery block, drew attention to a case of Fermin ¥. 
Mannion before him on Thursday, in which the writ 
was issued on the 27th of October last; an injunction 
was moved for on the 2nd of November, pleadings were de- 
livered, and the action was heard on the 20th of December 
—that is less than two months after the issue of the writ. 
A system of pleading, he said, that admitted of this 
result could not be greatly complained of. Granted; 
but will his lordship inquire how long on the average 
parties are kept waiting in the other branches of the 
Chancery Division after the pleadings are closed 
cates notice of trial given, before their cases are 
h 4 








The Syndicate of the University of Cambridge ap- 
pointed in May, 1875, to consider the requirements of 
the university in different departments of study have 
just issued their fourth report on the subject, in which, 
with regard to existing professorships, they suggest that 
there should be a University Professorship of English 
Law for which the Downing Professorship should be 
made available by an augmentation of the stipend and 4 





of the index.” The Land Transfer Commissioners 
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THE EXAMINATION§OF PRISONERS. 


‘Ws recently briefly referred to the paper contributed 
to the Nineteeth Century by Sir James Stephen, discuss- 
ing various questions of great importance with regard 
to criminal law reform. Perhaps the most important of 


these, as a matter of principle, is the question whether 


the present practice which forbids any examination of 
the prisoner shall be retained. It seems to us that Sir 
James Stephen makes out a strong case against the 
restriction in question. We may start with the obvious 
consideration that the object of the trial is to ascertain 
the truth. .Further, we think that no one will seriously 


-deny that the examination of the prisoner would greatly 
assist in the attainment of this object. 
‘been suggested that there may be cases in which an 
-innocent man from bewilderment, or other causes, might 


It has no doubt 


be prejudiced in his defence by being subjected to 
examination. Whether this could ever be so or not 
must depend, we think, very much on the manner in 
which such examinations would be conducted. We are 
disposed to think that the examination ought not to 
be conducted by the prosecuting counsel, but by the 
presiding judge. Besides the hostility of tone of the 
prosecuting counsel, there is a tendency in many persons 
ander the process of cross-examination by an opposing 
¢ounsel to assume an attitude which prejudices them 
with the jury, and, we think, this might occasionally 


‘happen and have an unduly damaging effect on the 


mers’ interests. We cannot bring ourselvesseriously 
to think that the examination of an innocent man, con- 
ducted in a temperate and impartial manner, could have 
the effect of prejudicing him. On the other hand, we 
believe that there are occasionally cases in which closing 
the prisoner’s mouth does prejudice the innocent man. So 
that, even taking the more unfavourable view of the 
possibility in some cases of the innocent man’s being 
prejudiced by examination, that consideration does not 
seem to outweigh the arguments in favour of an altera- 


“tion, because it is counterbalanced by the fact that in 


other cases the innocent man is prejudiced from the 
opposite cause. No one who has any experience of 
¢riminal trials can doubt that the effect of the change 
would be greatly to increase the probability of detecting 
guilt. A guiity prisoner is in almost all cases quite 
certain to make admissions that immediately clear away 
many of the previously possible hypotheses of innocence, 
and those are the hypotheses of which defending counsel 
generally avail themselves with most success. It is, we 
have always thought, a most lamentable thing that the 
‘sophistries of defending counscl so often cause the 
aequittal of guilty persons. It throws an uncertainty 
over the prospect of punishment which we are quite sure 
to an appreciable extent diminishes the deterring effect 
of the law. The prisoner's companions are frequently 
€mong the audience in a criminal court, and we have not 
the least doubt that the effect produced on their minds 
by seeing several prisoners acquitted about whose guilt 
there can be no reasonable doubt is very mischievous. 
We take it, then, as established that the proposed 
alteration would undoubtedly be of great value as 
ensuring the attainment of the main object of the 
criminal law—viz., the elucidation of the truth and the 
Consequent enhancement of the deterrent effect of the 
iW. 

The question that remains is whether this result would 
be purchased at the expense of other more weighty con- 
siderations. Let us consider, then, what are the argu- 
Tents that are urged against the practice of examining 
the prisoner by those who admit that it would be 
‘effective for the elucidation of truth, These arguments 
seem to resolve themselves mainly into two classes of 
ebjections; one of which involves a question of moral 
tasuistry, while the other bases itself on grounds of 
‘expediency, The first class depends on the view that it 
is morally objectionable to put a person in such a position 
that it is practically inevitable that he will be guilty of 


falsehood. The second class depends on consideratiohs 
affecting the character of the criminal tribunal, and the 
general effect of the manner of administering justice 
upon the public at large. 

Now, with regard to the first class of questions, it 
should be observed that Sir James Stephen does not 
propose that any oath should be administered to the 
prisoner. He declines, as it seems to us correctly, to 
regard the prisoner’s statement as the testimony of a 
witness. The effect of the evidence of an ordinary 
witness depends, prima facie, upon the presumption in 
favour of a person’s speaking the truth, There is no 
such presumption in favour of a prisoner, because he is 
obviously too deeply interested. We are not, however, 
inclined to think that the weight of the moral objection, 
whatever it may be, is entirely destroyed by the fact that 
the guilt of perjury, in the technical sense, will not be 
superadded to the prisoner’s crime. False statements 
made in a court of justice, even without the sanction of 
an oath, no doubtinvolve moral guilt. Thereis no doubt, 
therefore, that certain acts involving moral guilt will be 
committed in consequence of the proposed change. It 
may be observed in passing that the same argument would 
to some extent clearly apply to the admission of*the evi- 
dence of parties in civil proceedings. The full discussion 
of this objection involves matters hardly within the ordi- 
nary scope of a legal article, and yet we feel very strongly 
that the scruples upon which it is based are entitled to 
great weight and that it is impossible to deal satisfac- 
torily with the subject without indicating the grounds 
upon which it appears to us the objection may be met, 

The question really is whether the ancient maxim, 
“« Nemo tenetur seipsum accusare,” rests on a false senti- 
ment, or a sound basis of morals and policy, In the first 
place it is clear that society is not directly responsible 
for the prisoner’s falsehood. It is exercising a natural 
right of self-protection in adopting the best mode of 
detecting crime. It has never been suggested, except 
perhaps by very wild thinkers, that a man who has 
property is responsible for theft because he presents a 
temptation to it. But though society could not be con- 
sidered as directly responsible because it may give an 
occasion of temptation in the exercise of its natural 
right, yet there may be rights the value of which is not 
sufficient to counterbalance the mischief produced by 
the exercise of them in the way of temptation to crime. 
We have, therefore, to compare the benefit to be pro- 
duced by the proposed change with the evil suggested. 
Now, it is clear, to begin with, that society is to some ex- 
tent in a dilemma; it being admitted that the detection 
of past crime is essential to its prevention in future, the 
greater the efficiency of the means adopted for its detec- 
tion, the fewer will be the crimes committed in future. 
Therefore, to abstain from the examination of prisoners— 
assuming as we do that such examination will increase 
the security for detection—is to allow more crimes in 
future. Therefore to prevent men being tempted to 
falsehood you are to allow them to be tempted to crime. 
This argument alone appears to us sufficient, but we 
will now try to show that the supposed evil of allowing 
prisoners to be examined, is not correctly estimated by 
the objectors. It is ‘said you will indirectly cause 
thereby immoral or wicked acts, that is, falsehoods. 
Now, an act may be considered as wicked or pernicious 
in one of three kinds of aspects. In its effect on society 

as harmful thereto, in its effect on the character of the 
individual doing it, or by reference to some religious or 
at least ideal view of morality as an offence or breach of 
moral law, Now, with regard to the effect on society of 
the prisoner’s falsehood, it is admitted that its deceptive 
effect will in almost all cases be nil, because his state- 
ment is not presumably true, and you do not use it as 
testimony properly so-called; aud with regard to its 
effect by way of example it is too closely connected 
with the degradation attached to the position of a 
criminal to lessen the public sense of moral obligation to 
truthfulness, With regard to the effect on the individual's 
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character of the particular falsehood told to escape con- 
viction of crime, if the prisoner be of the habitually 
criminal class this may obviously be disregarded ; if his 
lapse into crime be exceptional, and he possess a sense 
of the obligation to truthfulness, we do not think the 
deviation from truth under the exceptional pressure will 
tend to the establishment of a habit of falsehood with 
regard to the ordinary circumstances of life; it will be, 
we should rather think, remembered as one of the cir- 
cumstances that added to the pain and sense of degrada- 
tion involved in the position of a criminal. 

The third aspect of the moral objection to which we 
have alluded is the one which is most difficult to deal 
with, having regard to the necessary limitations imposed 
upon us, though it is, no doubt, the one which has the 
greatest weight with many, and which we suspect is to 
a great extent the origin of the feeling at the bottom of 
the old maxim, Nemo tenetur seipsum accusare. We can 
only just touch on what we conceive to be the fallacy of 
this branch of the objection. It proceeds on the notion 
of a breach of moral law apart from the injury to society 
and the effect on individual character. But the whole 
tendency of Christian morality, as opposed to Judaic and 
heathen morality, has been to regard character as the 
important matter rather than mere outward acts. We 
have already given our reasons for supposing that no 
substantial evil will accrue to society or individual 
character from the false statements of a prisoner. If 
these elements be eliminated from the question, it seems 
to us rather superstitious to suppose that it much 
matters whether a prisoner does or does not actually 
tell a lie that on the hypothesis he is quite ready to tell 
if permitted. To repeat the illustration we have already 
employed, men are not honest who are only not thieves 
because there is nothing to steal. Similarly a man is 
not made a liar rea)ly because an occasion for lying is 
presented to him. 

The second class of objections to which we have 
alluded relate to the practical working of the system of 
of the examination of prisoners so far as its effects on the 
tribunal and the audience are concerned. It will be 
admitted by every Englishman, we should think, that 
the tribunal must not only really be fair and im- 
partial, but appear so, in order that the spectacle 
of the administration of justice may secure its due 
moral effect. If the judge be gradually transformed 
into the inquisitor, the minister of the Crown 
to insure conviction, not to hold the scales even 
between the prosecution and the prisoner, the moral 
effect of the proposed change will be most mischievous. 
But we cannot help thinking with Sir James Stephen 
_ that the sufficient safeguard against this is to be found 
in the ingrained habits of Englishmen. It must be re- 
membered by those who fear a repetition of the French 
system that the evil complained of in France probably 
arises very largely from the fact that the judicature is a 
branch of the civil service, quite distinct from the pro- 
fession of advocacy. A judge in England necessarily 
retains on the bench a vivid recollection of what his 
sentiments were at the bar. Weare quite sure that 
English barristers will always keenly censure an inquisi- 
torial demeanour on the part of the judge, and the judge 
will remember what he used to hear of other judges when 
he sat in court and at circuit mess. 

We are not at all insensible to the force of the objec- 
tion we are now discussing. We think the danger sug- 
gested a very serious and a very real one, but we hope 
it would be met by the conscientious self-control of our 
judges. We should be decidedly against the change if 
not accompanied by the appointment of professional 
chairmen of quarter sessions, as proposed by Sir James 
Stephen; for we do not believe that any but persons 
trained to habits of judicial impartiality ought to be 
intrusted with the power of examining a prisoner on his 








THE TRUSTEE'S DUTY, 
p24 


Rutz IIl.— The trustee must keep an even balance 
between the different persons beneficially interested,* 


TuEreE are a few more applications of this important 
maxim remaining to be considered. 

(12) Where the trust property consists of a manor, 
not only the fines payable on admissions on surrenders 
or death, &c., but also fines paid on grants of waste 
lands of the manor made by the trustees, and sums 
paid for releasing restrictive covenants contained in 
grants, are considered as income (Harl Cowley v. Wel. 
lesley, 14 W. R. 528, 35 Beav., at p. 640; L. R. 1 Hy, 
655); and so also it appears are preliminary fines paid 
to the trustees as lords of the manor by persons en- 
franchising, by reason of the admission having taken 
place before July, 1853, under the Copyhold Act, 1852, 
8. 1 (Ibid). ; 

(15) ee frequently arise between successive 
equitable owners as to the right to money produced by 
the sale of underwood and trees cut down by the 
trustees under a power to manage the trust estate, 
The rule to be followed seems tolerably plain. The 
tenant for life is entitled tou the proceeds of all trees 
which might properly have been cut by a legal 
tenant for life, impeachable of waste. His rights in 
this respect have been stated by the present Master 
of the Rolls in a recent case (Honeywood v. Honey 
wood, 22 W. R. 749, L. R. 18 Eg. at p. 310) as 
follows :—‘‘ The tenant for life can cut all that is not 
timber, with certain exceptions. He cannot cut orna. 


mental trees, and he cannot destroy ‘germins,’ as the 
old law calls them, or stools of underwood; and he 
cannot destroy trees planted for the protection of banks, 
and [there are] various exceptions of that kind ; but, 


with those exceptions, which are waste, he may cutall _ 
trees which are not timber; with, again, an exception, — 
that he must not cut those trees which, being under 
twenty years of age, are not timber, but which would be 
timber if they were over twenty years of age. If he 
cuts them down he commits waste, as he prevents the 
growth of the timber.” Hence the proceeds of the 
sale of underwood and trees which are not timber 
either by the general law or by the custom of the 
country, and are not such as would become timber, 
must be paid to the tenant for life; the proceeds of the 
sale of timber trees, and trees which will become 
timber, should be invested, and treated as part of the 
inheritance, the income of the investment only being 
paid to the tenant for life (see Tooke v. Annesley, 5 
Sim. 235). Thus, in Pidgeley v. Rawling (2 Coll. 275) it 
was held that, as between tenant for life and remainder- 
man, the thinnings of fir trees under twenty years of 
age (as the fir'trees are not stated to have been timber trees 
by the custom of the country, and were certainly not so 
by the general law, we do not see what the being under 
twenty years has to do with the matter) belonged to the 
tenant for life. 

But two very important exceptions have been engrafted 
on this rule; first that the tenant for life is entitled 
to the proceeds of the sale of trees under twenty years 
old, which would become timber if allowed to stand, 
but which are cut in the course of the proper manage- 
ment of the estate in order to allow the proper develop- 
ment and growth of other timber in the same wood or 
plantation; and next that in timber estates—that is, in 
estates which are cultivated merely for the produce of 
saleable timber, and where the timber is cut periodically 
—the tenant for life is entitled to the proceeds of sale 
of the thinnings. The way in which the first- mentioned 
exception has become established is worthy of notice. 
In Bateman v. Hotchkin (No. 2) (31 Beay. 486), Lord 
Romilly held that the tenant for life was not only 
entitled to the proceeds of all timber blown down by 


* Continued from p. 109. 
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astorm which he would have been entitled to cut, but 
also to the proceeds of “all fair and proper thinnings” ; 
and in Bagot v. Bagot (32 Beay. at p. 517) the same 


‘judge expressed an opinion that the proper and 


thinning of a wood, for the purpose of im- 

ving the rest of the trees within certain limits would 
not amount to waste.” Following up these decisions, 
in Earl Cowley v. Wellesley (14 W. R. 528, L. R. 
1 Eq. 656, see 35 Beav. 635), the same judge held, 
on a case submitted by trustees, that money pro- 
duced by the sale of timber cut in the regular course 
of thinning should be treated as income. We are not 
aware of any older decisions speCifically laying down 
the rule that a legal tenant for life impeachable of 


“waste may thin timber woods for his own benefit, and 
‘the grant of such a right would seem to be somewhat 


' dangerous. 
- wood v. Honeywood (22 W. R. 719, L. R. 18 Eq. 308) 


It is, however, to be observed that in Honey- 


the two exceptions referred to above were treated by the 
present Master of the Rolls as fully established. 

(14.) The equitable tenant for life is entitled to 
the proceeds of open mines or brick-fields or gravel-pits 


on the trust property (Miller v. Miller, 20 W. R. 324, 
“E.R. 13 Eq. at p. 268; Harl Cowley v. Wellesley, 14 


“W. R. at p. 529, L. R. 1 Eq. at p. 659). 

(15.) Where property is vested in trustees in trust 
for persons in succession, the possession by the trustees 
is an obvious means of securing the provident manage- 
ment of the property for the advantage of those who 
are to take in succession; and trustees will not in 
general be justified in handing over the possession to 
the equitable tenant for life unprotected against that 
bias which he must naturally have to prefer his own 
immediate interest to the fair rights of those who are 
to take in remainder, unless the creator of the trust has 
shown an intention that this course should be adopted 
(see Horner v. Wheelright, 2 Jur. N.S, 867). There 
may, however, be cases in which it is plain, from 
the nature of the property, that the creator of the trust 
could not mean to exclude the equitable tenant for life 
‘from the personal possession of the property, as in the 
case of a family residence; there may also be special 

‘eircumstances in which the court would deliver the pos- 
session of the property to the equitable tenant for life, 
although the intention of the creator of the trust 
appeared to be that it should remain with the trustees, 
as where the personal occupation of the trust property 
was beneficial to the cestuid que trust, the court taking 
‘means to secure the due protection of the property for 
the benefit of those in remainder (Tidd v. Lister, 5 


“Madd. 429). 


(16.) The costs of rendering the necessary accounts for 
succession duty in respect of the interest of an equitable 
tenant for life must be paid by such tenant for life, and 
must not be defrayed out of the capital, although the 
account will be. available for the remaindermen when 
they have to pay the duty on their interests. (Zarl 


~Oowley v. Wellesley, 14 W. R. 528, L. R. 1 Eq. 657). 


The lesson to be derived by the trustee from the 
maxim we have been considering is that he must never 
ea partizan. Not only must he refrain from 
‘benefiting any one of the persons entitled in succession 
atthe expense of the others, but if disputes arise between 
‘his cestuis que trust he must preserve a cautious 
neutrality. If he espouses the cause of one of the 
es to the quarrel and refuses information or throws 
ents in the way of the assertion of the rights 
Claimed by the other, he will run the risk of being 
Tegarded by the court as having rendered necessary 
any litigation which results in the establishment of the 


_ Tight he has condemned or questioned, and he may in 


extreme cases be saddled with the costs of the suit, or 
‘May be denied his own costs. (Simpson v. Bathurst, 
aa 5 Ch. 193; see Talbot v. Marshfield, L. R. 3 Ch, 








Rebhtews. 


CRIMINAL LAW OF THE NAVY. 


Turine’s Criminat Law or tuz Navy. By THEopoRE 
Turine, Barrister-at-Law, and OC. E. Grrrorp, As- 
=e Royal Navy. Stevens & Sons. 


The first edition of this book was published in 1861, 
the year in which the now repealed Naval Discipline Act 
was passed. Since that time the important Acts of 1864 
and 1866 have received the assent of the Legislature, 
and we are told in the preface to the present edition that 
“all statutes, cases, and instructions of the Admiralty 
bearing on the subject which have been passed, decided, 
or promulgated since the preceding edition are referred 
to and introduced, when necessary, with as much brevity 
as is consistent with a clear demonstration of their effect.” 
Commencing with an agreeably written chapter on the 
early state and discipline of the navy (which might have 
been more useful if it had concluded with a clear exposi- 
tion of the effect of the Acts of 1864 and 1866 upon the 
legislation which preceded them), the book deals in order 
with courts of inquiry, arrest, courts-martial, “ duties of 
judge advocate at the trial,’’ naval offences, “offences 
punishable by ordinary law,”’ and execution of sentences. 
We are next presented with two intelligent chapters on 
the “‘ Courts of Law in Relation to Naval Offences,” and 
the ‘‘ Rules of Evidence.” In these chapters the aim of 
the author is “to give a concise and intelligible .sum- 
mary of the ordinary criminal law without the voluminous 
reports of decided cases, which embody in books of 
practice the technical distinctions that have been. raised 
from time to time in the superior courts,” and we think 
that he has succeeded in his object. In the discussion 
of the evidence of character, however (at p. 352)—one 
of the most important elements in trials for -naval 
or military offences—we should have liked to seé an 
allusion to the celebrated case of R. v. Rowton. The 
Act of 1866 is printed in the appendix, which also con- 
tains a useful set of forms. The index is, on the whole, 
fairly good, but there is no table of cases, 





LIBERTY OF THE SUBJECT. 


CoMMENTARIES ON THE LIBERTY OF THE SUBJECT AND THE 
Laws or Enetanp Rewatine To. THE SECURITY OF THE 
Person. By James Paterson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Macmillan & Co. 


The liberty of the subject, Mr. Paterson says in his 
preface, has a two-fold meaning. That it indicates the 
line beyond which the Crown cannotlawfully interfere with 
the person or property of the subject is naturally the first 
thought that occurs to all. But in its wider and higher 
sense the liberty of the subject is not, and cannot be, 
confined to the mutual relations between the Crown and 
each individual, it also includes the relations between 
subject and subject. In his view, the central idea in- 
volved in it becomes the axis on which all the municipal 
laws revolve, and its various evolutions suggest a more 
true and rational division of those laws than has hitherto 
been current. Therefore, attempting to treat the subject 
exhaustively, his book becomes, as he says, “ a treatise 
on the laws of England, following, however, an arrange- 
ment entirely new, the main object being to illustrate 
the leading principles and practices which intelligent 
citizens eagerly search for at all times in those laws.” 
The work is really an elaborate treatise on what may be 
described as “bodily rights and wrongs.” Laws de- 
signed to preserve the inviolability of the human frame; 
unjustifiable acts which have either a direct or in- 
direct tendency to harm it, or to lessen its security, are ar- 
ranged and explained, not in the technical phraseology of 
‘lawyers, but in ordinary, if sometimes rather rhetorical, 
language. The author first of all discusses the nature 





of abstract law, then proceeds to the divisions of laws, 
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and brings us down to the laws of the land, in the front 
of which are, of course, placed those which are expressly 
for the security of the person. At the commencement 
of each topic the author states the reasons for the exist- 
ence of the particular laws about to be discussed, and he 
has shown considerable ingenuity in selecting capitular 
headings and minor titles of an untechnical kind, under 
which principles, propositions, exceptions, and illustra- 
tions are placed. The work appears to us to be well 
and carefully executed; it is obviously the result of 
considerable research, and is well calculated to furnish 
the general reader with a knowledge of the portions of 
the law with which it is most essential he should be 
familiar. 








Cases of the Geek. 


INTERNATIONAL CoPpyRiGHT—MusIcaAL CoMPOSITION— 
7 Vicr. c. 12.—On the 14th inst., the Court of Appeal 
reversed the decision of Bacon, V.C., in the case of Boosey 
v. Fairlie (25 W. R. 745). The question was as to the 
sufficiency of a registration which had been made in this 
countiy to protect the right of publicly performing the 
music of an opera composed by Offenbach, a French author, 
and first publicly performed in Paris, the plaintiffs being 
assignees of the composer's rights. The first public perform- 
ance of the opera in Paris took place on the 10th of March, 
1869. The full score of the opera was never printed or 
published, but remained in manuscript, but an arrangement 
of the music for the piano was printed and published in 
France on the 28th of March, 1869, the arranger being a 
person named Soumis. Section 6 of the Act, 7 Vict. c. 12, 
requires that, in order to acquire in this country the exclu- 
sive right of publishing or performing in public a musical 
composition first published or performed in a foreign country, 
certain entries must be made in a registry kept at 
Stationers’ Hall. If the composition has been printed, 
there must be entered on the register the title of the com- 
position ; the name and place of abode of the author or 
composer; the name and place of abode of the proprietor of 
the copyright or right of publicly performing the composi- 
tion; and the time and place of the first publication or 
performance in the foreign country ; and it is also required 
that one printed copy of the composition shall be delivered 
to the officer of the Stationers’,Company. If the composi- 
tion be in manuscript, then all that is required is that the 
title, the name and place of abode of the author or composer, 
the name and place of abode of the proprietor of the right of 

rforming, and the time and place of the first performance 
in the foreign country shall be entered on the register. In 
the present case the opera was called ‘‘ Vert- Vert,’ and on 
the 9th of June, 1869, an entry was made on the register. 
Under the head “Title of Book” was entered “ Vert- Vert, 
Opéra Comique, Musique de J. Offenbach” ; under the head 
**Name of author or composer” was entered, ‘‘J. Offen- 
bach,” with his place of abode ; under the head “ Name of 
peeaeter of copyright” was entered “ J. Offenbach,” with 

is place of abode, and it was stated that he was “ proprietor 
of the copyright in the music, and of the right of publicly 
performing such music.’ The “time of first publication” 
was stated to be the 28th of March, 1869, the place being 
added; and the “time and place of first representation ” 
were stated to be ‘‘ Opéra Comique, Paris, on the 10th of 
March, 1869.” And a copy of Soumis’ srrangement was 
deposited with the officer of the Stationers’ Company. On 
the same day a subsequent entry was made of the assign- 
ment to the plaintiffs. The suit was instituted to restrain 
the defendant from performing in this country an opera, the 
music of which it was admitted was to a material extent 
taken from Offenbach’s composition, it having been adapted 
from Soumis’ arrangement. Bacon, V.C., held that the 
registration which had been made was not sufficient, found- 
ing his judgment mainly upon the decision in Mood v. 
Boosey (16 _W. R. 485, L. R. 3 Q. B. 223). He held 
that the registration was intended to be of Soumis’ arrange- 
ment, a copy of which was deposited, and the date of publi- 
cation of which was mentioned, and not of Offenbach’s music, 
and that, consequently, according to Wood v. Boosey, the 
registration did not protect Soumis’ arrangement, his name 
not being mentioned on the register. His lordship said that 








—————- 
the defendant had only availed himself of the printed book 
by Soumis, and this, having been insufficiently registered, 
was not protected. The bill was accordingly dismi 
The Court of Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Thesj 
L.JJ.), on the contrary, beld that the registration Way 
sufficient to protect Offenbach’s right of sole performancg 
of the manuscript music, and the right of the pluintiffy ag 
claiming through him. Thesiger, L.J., who delivered thy 
judgment of the court, said that the first three entries, yiz, 
the title of the composer, the name of the composer, and ths 
name of the proprietor, and the entry of the time and place 
of first representation (which was an entry solely relating tp 
the opera composed by Offenbach, and having no conneg 
with the piano-forte arrangement by Soumis) were not 
consistent with the fact of the thing registered being Offen. 
bach’s opera, as composed and written by him, and complet 
for the purpose of protecting the sole right of performing it, 
but were utterly inconsistent with the notion that Soumis’ 
arrangement for the piano was the thing to be registered, 
And, this being so, it would be unreasonable to hold that 
the entry of the 28th of March, as the date of publication, 
coupled with the deposit of a printed copy of Soumiy’ 
arrangement, overrode the entry of the 10th of March ag 
the date of first representation, and converted all the preced. 
ing entries, which per se were applicable to the opera, into 
an attempted, and admittedly invalid registration of 
Soumis’ piano-forte arrangement. And his lordship could 
see no reason for holding that the additional entry of the 
date of publication of Soumis’ arrangement, and the deposit 
of a copy of that arrangement, had rendered invalid a regi 
tration of the opera, in all other respects complete. 
probable or possible tendency of the superfluous entry, and 
the unnecessary deposit, to mislead, was a matter much too 
speculative to be allowed to outweigh the argament founded 
upon the compliance, so far as the right of representation 
was concerned, with the provisions of the Act. It had been 
urged on behalf of the defendant that, even if the registra. 
tion was sufficient, the p:rformance of an opera, the music 
of which, although in great part that of Offenbach’s opera, 
had been taken from the unprotected arrangement of Soumis, 
was not an infringement of the plaintiffs’ rights. His lord- 
ship declined to accede to this argument, observing that 
there was scarcely sny popular opera, the music of which 
was not, within a short time after its performance, arr 
for the piano, and tbat if, by conversion of the piano-forte 
arrangement into an operatic score (which could be executed 
by any skilled musician) and the performances of that score, 
the penalties of infringement could be escaped, the protec- 
tion given to operatic compositions would be almost nugatory. 
And, indeed, the cases of Reade v. Lacey (9 W. R. 531, 1 
J. & H. 524); and Reade v. Conquest (9 W. R. 434), were 
authorities to show that this argument was unfounded, 
The injuriction asked for by the plaintiffs was accordingly 
granted. It should be added that his lordship was of 
opinion that the facts of Wood v. Boosey, were quite distin- 
guishable from those of B osey v. Fairlie, there having been 
in the former case an entry of the piano-forte score under 
the head “ Title of Book.” 


ArprAL—Security ror Costs—Orrer BY APPELLANT= 
Costs or APPLICATION—OrD, 58, r. 15.—Jn a case of 
Ashley v. Taylor, which came before the Court of Appeal 
on the 19th inst., one of the defendants had given notice of 
appeal from the dismissal by Malins, V.C., of a summons 
which he had taken out. The plaintiff applied to the Court 
of Appeal for an order that the defendant should give 
security for the costs of the appeal, on the ground that the 
defendant was an undischarged bankrupt. It appeared that 
after the plaintiffs’ motion had been sot down, the defendant 
offered to deposit £20 as security. Notwithstanding this offer 
the motion was brought on, and at the bar it was asked 
that security to the amount of £50 should be given. The 
court (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.), 
held that the fact that the defendant was an uncertificated 
bankrupt was a sufficient reason for requiring him to give 
security. But Jessel, M.R., said that the object of require 
ing security was not to provide a sum sufficient to cover 
costs of the appeal; it was intended as a proof of the bond 
Ades of the appellant, and as a security that the ap; eal was 
not merely vexatious. 
would be a sufficient sum. And as this sum had been 
offered by the defendant, no costs of the motion would be 









Their lordships thought that £20. 
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agen. Unnecessary costs of these interlocatory 1otions 
og not to be incurred. And Baggallay, L.J., added 
that, if the offer of £20 had been male before the motion 

is set down, the plaintiff, if he had then set down the 
motion, would probably have been ordered to pay the costs 
of it. 


Practice—Discovery—Orp, 31, rr. 1, 19.—In a case 
of Saunders v. Jones, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 
9th inst., a question arose as to the plaintiff's right to 
discovery from the defendant under the following circum- 
stances :—The plaintiff had acted for some years as the 

an and manager of the defendant's business. In 
October, 1875, the defendant entered into an agreement to 
allow the plaintiff, in addition to a weekly salary, a com- 
mission of two and a half per cent. on the gross returns of 
the business during the year ending the 31st of December, 
1875, with a power of renewing the agreement by mutual 
arrangement. In September, 1876, the defendant gave the 
intiff notice to quit his employment at the end of a week. 

The plaintiff then commenced the action for an account of 
the profits of the business during the years 1875 and 1876, 
and for damages for wrongful dismissal, denying the de- 
fendant’s right to put an end to the agreement upon a 
week's notice. The defendant delivered a statement of 
defence and counter-claim, by which he alleged that the 
agreement had been obtained by misrepresentation, that 
he intended it only toremain in force during the year 1875, 
and that the plaintiff had violated his duty by fraudulently 
receiving commissions from persons who had executed work 
forthe defendant. The plaintiff delivered interrogatories 
requiring the defendant to set forth full particulars of every 
instance in which he alleged that the plaintiff had received a 
cmmission from persons who had executed work for the de- 
fendant. The defendant was also required to set forth an 
account of the profits of the business during the years 1875 
and 1876. The defendant, in his answer to the in‘erroga- 
tories, set forth the name -and address cf one person from 
whom he sa‘d that, to his knowledge, the plaintiff had re- 
ceived a commission, but declined to give avy further 
answer, on the ground that the discovery sought related ex- 
clasively to his (the defendant’s) own case raised by the 
counter-claim, and would not assist the case of the plaintiff. 
The plaintiff took out a summons to consider the sufficiency 
of the answer, avd it was urged on behalf of the plaintiff 
that the defendant was bound to answer fully, and to sta‘e 
the particular acts of fraud upon which he intended to rely. 
On behalf of the defendant, it was contended that tlie 
plaintiff was, in truth, asking to see the defendant's brief, 
and the evidence by which he intended to support his own 
cago; and, as to the accounts, it was contended that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to them till he had established the 
validity of the agreement. Bacon, V.C., held that the 

tiff was entitled to the information for which he asked. 

@ was entitled to know the case he had to mest, and the 
defendant must give that discovery which was necessary to 
enable the court to do complete justice at the trial of the 
action. The Court of — (James, Baggallay, and 
Thesiger, L.JJ.) affirmed this decision. They said that the 

tiff was clearly entitled to know the nature of the miscon- 

uct alleged against him, and the particular acts which he 
to meet, and, as to the accounts, he only asked that 

the agsregate amounts of profit during the two years should 
be stated, and this information the defendant was bound to 


give, 





Parmition on Sate—Onvs on Party peste Partt- 
Tion—“ (Joop REASON TO THE ConTRARY ""—ParTiTION Act, 
1868 (81 & 82 Vicr. c. 40, 8. 40).—In an action of Pater v. 
Zopss, before the Master of the Rolla on the 18th inst., an 

portant question arose as to the meaning of the 4th 
fection of the Partition Act, 1868. That section provides 

t if the parties interested to the extent of a moiety of 

© property request the court to direct a sale and a dis- 
tribution of the proceeds among the parties interested 
stead of a division, ‘the court shall, unless it sees good 
reagon to the contrary, direct a sale of the property 
Sccordingly, and give all necessary and proper conse- 
quential directions.” The parties in Pa’er v. Lopes were 
Sach interested in a moiety of the property, the plaintiff 
life, with remainder to the defendant Lopes’ family, 





and the defendant Lopes to the other moiety in fee, The 
plaintiff desired a partition on the ground that the prop- 
erty could be easily partitioned, and he asked that the 
mansion-house and part of the land, quite separate from 
the rest, the larger portion, might be allotted to him, as he 
could conveniently hold the same with a large adjacent 
property he had and which had no mansion on it. He 
also said that, unless allotted to him, any other person 
might interfere with the view of the mansion by building 
on the other land. The defendant Lopes asked for a sale, 
and the Master of the Rolls, after some discussion as to 
the cases on the subject, said that he could deduce no 
satisfactory rule from them as to the meaning to be put 
on the words ‘‘ good reason to the contrary.” He did not 
agree with Lord Hatherley that a “ vindictive feeling ” 
for a sale was necessary, but he must find that the sale 
was “unreasonable” (see Pemberton v. Barnes, 19 W. R. 
988, L. RB, 6 Ch. 685). In his opinion the onus must lie on 
the person desiring the partition to show that the sale 
was unreasonable. He ixstanced some cases that would 
be eo, such as where the sale was inopportune as to time, 
or where part of a room or warehouse was to be sold, or 
where again the property might be the subject of peculiar 
rights as to game or manorial rights and not readily sale- 
able. In the present case in his opinion no sufficient reason 
had been made ont against a sale. Both parties had 
adjoining estates, and both desired the mansion house as a 
pretium affectionis, and these reasons would be set off one 
against the other. He could not partition the property as 
it stood without a considerable payment for equality of 
purchase, which really in effect was a partialsale. On the 
whole he ordered a sale, both parties having liberty to bid, 
and he remarked that, no doubt, the desire of each to have 
the property would increase the price considerably. 





Practice—CoMMIssiIon To TAKE EVIDENCE OF WITNEsS 
AsBRoAD—DISCRETION oF JUDGE—DELAY IN MAKING APPLI- 
caTION—Orp. 37, Rr. 1.—On the 17th inst., ina case of 
Steuart v. Gladstone, the plaintiff moved, before Fry, J., 
for the appointment of a special examiner, or a commission 
to take the examination, cross-examination, and re-exami- 
nation of the plaintiff aod one of the defendants, who were 
residing in Calcutta, and that the trial of the cause might 
be postponed until the return of the depositions or of the 
commission. The suit was commenced by bill filed in 
October, 1875, its object being to obtain a declaration that 
the defendants had improperly expelled the plaintiff from a 
partnership which had existed between him and them ina 
business carried on in England and India. Issue was 
joized on the 11th of June, 1877, and on the same day the 
cause was set down for trial before Malins, V.C., to whom 
it was then attached. On the 27th of Joly it was, by a 
general order of the Lord Chancellor, transferred to the 
list of Fry, J. On the 15th of August the plaintiff's soli- 
citors wrote to the defendants’ solicitors, proposing that 
the evidence in the cause should be taken by affidavit, 
subject to this, that, as the plaintiff was abroad, his crogs- 
examination should, if the defendants desired to cross- 
examine him, be taken by commission. On the 15th of 
October the defendants’ solicitors replied to this letter 
that they could not agree to the proposition as to cross- 
examination by commission, and that, failing an agreement 
to take the evidence by affidavit, the action would have 
to be tried on oral evidence. Onthe 13th of November 
the cause was in the paper of Fry, J., for trial, bat, on 
the application of the plaintiff, and with the consent of the 
defendants, the trial was ordered to be postponed for a 
month. On the 29th of November the plaintiff took out a 
summons in the chambers of Malins, V.C., asking that the 
evidence of tho plaintiff and his witnesses might be taken 
by affidavit, or that the examination upon oath of the 
plaintiff and his witnesses might be taken before a special 
examiner in India. The Vice-Chancellor entertained some 
doubt as to his jurisdiction, and adjourned the hearing of 
the summons in order that an application should be made 
to Fry, J. This application was made on the 17th inst. by 
the motion, the effect of which we have already stated. Fry, 
J., refused it, with costs, on the ground of the plaintiff's 
delay. He thought that the plaintiff had been —— 
dilatory in making the application ; he ought to have 


it shortly after the llth of June. His lordship said that 
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he entertained a strong opinion that, when a plaintiff came 
to the court with such an application, he ought to show 
that there had been due diligence on his own part in pre- 
paring for the trial. A postponement of the trial was a 
great hardship upon the defendant, and his lordship would 
never assent to it, unless the plaintiff had acted with due 
diligence, or showed some very strong reason for a post - 
ponement. In the present case the defendants had at the 
bar made what his lordship thought a very reasonable 
offer, viz., that the trial should be postponed for two months 
to enable the plaintiff to coms to Hnogland, bat this offer 
had been declined. 


—— 


Partirs—Action To Recover Trust Funp—Acrtion 
aGainst REPRESENTATIVES OF ONE TRUSTEE ONLY—Pay- 
MENT OF INTEREST ON LEGACY—PRESUMPTION oF EXEcU- 
Tor's Assent TO LeGacy AND APPROPRIATION OF FuNnpD TO 
Meet 1r.—In a case of Wilson v. Rhodes, decided by Fry, 
J., on the 17th inst., a question arose whether an action to 
recover a trust fund could be maintained against the re- 
presentatives of one only of three trustees of the will of the 
testator who had created the trust, or whether the other 
trustees or their representatives were not necessary parties 
to the action. A testator named Edward Lambert appointed 
Isaac Rhodes, James Lambert, and Isaac Lambert, executors 
of his will, and bequeathed to them the residue of his 
personal estate upon trust to invest the same, and to pay 
the income w his widow for her life, and after her death 
to ‘lay out and invest, or retain invested,” the sum of 
£850, and to pay the income of £500, part thereof, to his 
daughter Mary during her life, with remainder to her 
children, and upon trust to pay the income of the remain- 
ing £350 to his daughter Betty Blamires for her life, with 
remainder to her children. In the event of the death of 
Mary without issue living at her death, the £500 was to be 
divided equally between James Lambert, Isaac Lambert, 
and Betty Blamires, her third being held upon the same 
trusts as the £350. The testator died in December, 1854. 
All the three executors proved the will, and accepted the 
trusts. The widow died in June, 1856. The daughter 
Mary died in January, 1859, without ever having had any 
issue. Isaac Rhodes died in Sep'ember, 1863, having 
appointed his three sons, James, John, and Thomas, his 
executors, all of whom proved his will. At the death 
of Edward Lambert part of his estate consisted of a 
sum of £1,200 invested on a mortgage. Befora the 
death of Isaac Rhodes £700 of this mortgage debt had 
been paid off by instalments. Isaac Rhodes had signed the 
receipts for some of these instalments, in some cases 
alone, in other cases together with one or more of his co- 

After the death of Edward Lambert’s widow, 
Isaac Rhodes commenced paying interest on £350 half- 
yearly to Betty Blamires, and after the death of the 
d ter Mary he paid her interest half-yearly on 
£516 13s, 4d. down to the time of his death. And, after 
his death down to 1874, these half-yearly payments were 
continued by James Rhodes out of the estate of Isaac, 
with the knowledge and assent of James Rhodes’ co- 
executors, and of the persons beneficially interested under 
the will of Isaac Rhodes. The £500, the balance of the 
mortgage debt, was paid off after the death of Isaac 
Rhodes by instalments, ending in 1867, These instalments 
were received by James, as was also the interest from time 
to time accruing due. He signed receipts ‘‘on behalf of 
the trustees of Edward Lambert.” After he had received 
the £500 he paid one-third of it to James Lambert, and 
another third to Isaac Lambert, and retained the remaining 
third. The ees of the interest to Betty Blamires 
having ceased in 1874, she brought the action against the 
three executors of Isaac Rhodes alone, claiming that they, 
in that character, should make good the £516 13%. 4d. 
James Lambert was dead, and Isaac Lambert was out of the 
jurisdiction. It wes urged on bebalf of the defendants 
that the representative of James Lambert was a necessary 
party to the action. Fry, J., however, held that under the 
circumstances the action could be maintained against the 
executors of Inaac Rhodes alone. He said that from the 
fact that interest was paid to the plaintiff after the widow's 
death he must infer that Edward Lambert's executors had 
assented to the legacy of £850, end had invested or retained 
invested @ sum to meet that legacy, which they were 
bound by the will to do befure they commenced paying in- 


— 


terest. Supposing that the fund had been properl ’ 
with, the £850 would, at the death of Isaac Rhode, tae 
been in the hands of his surviving co-trustecs, and hig 
estate would have -had nothing to do with it. Tho sur. 
viving trustees would alone have been liable to pay the 
plaintiff her interest. But instead of this her interest 
after the death of Isaac Rhodes, paid by his executors, and 
it must be assumed that they had made the payments 
rightfully. They could only have done so upon the ag. 
sumption that Isaac Rhodes had received the £350, and that 
an arrangement had been made between himself and his co. 
trustees that he should be deemed to be the owner of the 
£500 remaining due on the mortgage for the purpose of 
satisfying the £500, the remainder of the legacy of 
£850. It must be inferred that this was the actual state 
of things, because only in that way could the cond 
of the executors of Isaac Rhodes be justified as againgt 
their own cestuis gve trust. Consequently the action 
could be maintained against the executors of Isaac Rhodes 
alone, and they must be declared liable as executors to make 
good the £516 13s, 4d. 








THE FIRST CLIENT. 


Mr. Irwin Russell, writing in Scribner's Monthly, ig 
responsible for the following narrative :— 


John Smith, a young attorney, just admitted to the Bar, 

Was solemn and sagacious as—as young attorneys are; 

And afrown of deep abstraction held the seizin of hig 
face— 

The result of contemplation of the rule in Shelley’s Case. 


One day in term time Mr. Smith was sitting in the court, 

When some good men and true of the body of the county 
did on their oath report 

That, heretofore, to wit: upon the second day of May, 

A.D. 1877, about the hour of noon, in the couuty and State 
aforesaid, one Joseph Scroggs, late of said couniy, 
did then and there feloniously take, steal, and carry 
away 


One bay horse, of the value of fifty dollars, more or less 

(The same then and there being of the property, goods, 
and chattels of one Hezekiah Hess) ; 

Contrary to the statute in such case expressly made 

And provided; and against the peace and dignity of the 
State wherein the venue had been laid. 


The prisoner, Joseph Scroggs, was then arraigned upon 
this charge. 

And plead not guilty, and of this he threw himself upon the 
country at large; 

And, said Joseph being poor, the court did graciously ap- 
point 

Mr. Smith to defend him—much on the same principle that 
obtains in every charity hospital, where a young 
medical student is often set to rectify a serious injury to 
an organ or a joint. 


The witnesses seemed prejudiced against poor Mr, Scroggs; 

And the District Attorney made a thrilling speech, in 
which he told the jury that, if they didn’t find for the 
State, he reckoned he'd have to “ walk their logs” : 

eae Smith arose and made his speech for the de- 
‘ence 

Wherein he quoted Shakspeare, Blackstone, Chitty, Arch- 
bold, Juaquin Miller, Story, Kent, Tupper, Smedes, 
and Marshall, and many other writers; and everybody 
said they ‘‘ never heered sich a bust of eloquence.” 

And be said: “On ¢his hypothesis, my client must go 
ree”; 

And: ‘‘ Again on this hypothesis, it’s morally impossible 
that he could be guilty, don’t you see?” 

And: ‘‘Then, on this hypothesis, you really can’t con- 


And so op, with forty-six more hypotheses, upon none of 
a Mr. Smith ably demonstrated, could Scroggs be 
derelict. 


But the jay, never stirring from the box wherein they sat, 


Returne 
sentenced Scroggs to a three year term in the Peniten- 
tiary and a heavy fine, and the ‘costs on the top of that; 

And the prisoner, in wild delight, got up and and 

sung, 
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—_— 
when they asked him the reason of this strange be- 
haviour, he said: “It’s because I got off so easy—for, 
_ It there'd ha’ been a few more of them darned Aypo- 
- dhesises, I should certainly have been hung !” 





Appouinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Enaar Bonn, solicitor, of Eye, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments 
of Deeds by Married Women for the counties of Suffolk 
and Norfolk. 

Mr. Henry Srewart CunnincHAm, barrister, has been 

inted a Puisne Judge of the High Court of Judicature 
# Calcutta, in the place of Mr. Arthur George Mac- 
pherson, resigned. Mr. Cunningham was educated at 
Trinity College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
dusics in 1855, and he obtained the Chancellor’s Prize for 
the English Essay in 1857. He was called to the bar at the 
loner Temple in Trinity Term, 1859, and he was formerly a 
member of the Home Circuit. He was afterwards Govern- 
nent Advocate at Lahore, and he has been for several years 
Mivocate-General at Madras, and a member of the Coun cil 
of the Governor of that Presidency. Heis the author of 
Gommentaries on the Indian Evidence Act and the Indian 
Qontract Act. 

Mr. CuristorpHer Jenkins Diss (of the firm of Dibb & 
Raley), solicitor, of Barnsley, has been appointed a Per- 
oe Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 

by Married Women for the West Riding of York- 
shire. 


Mr. Rosert Coster Drrxanp, solicitor, of Reading, has 
teen appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for Berk- 
shire. 


Mr. Epwarp Roy Lonecrort, solicitor, of Havant, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Catherington Board of 
Guardians, in succession to his father, the late Mr. Charles 
John Longeroft. Mr. E. R. Longcroft has been also ap- 

to succeed his father as Clerk to the County 
istrates at Havant, in which capacity he will act 
jdatly with his partner, Mr. Heary Martin Green. 


Mr. Jostaun Rees, barrister, has been appointed Chief 
Justice of the Colony of Bermuda in succession to Mr. 
Thomas Let Wood, appointed a Puisne Judge of the 
Straits Settlements. Mr. Rees was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple iu Michaelmas Term, 1850, and is a mem- 
br of the South Wales and Chester Circuit, and the 
Glanorganshire Sessions. He has been for several years a 
revising barrister. 


Mr. Joun Cares Sexsy, solicitor, of 1, Cecil-street, 
Strand, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
aths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 


Mr, Wittram Jonn Woo.tcomss, solicitor, of Plymouth 
and Plympton, has been appointed a Perpetual Commis- 
sioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for Devonshire. 


Mr. Henry Tuomas WRENFORDSLEY, barrister, has been 
_ a Puisne Judge for the Colony of Mauritius. 
» Wrenfordsley was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1863, and is a member of the South 
Circuit. He unsuccessfully contested the City of 
paaboreugh in the Conservative interest in 1868 and in 
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It is anvounced that the Home Secretary has appointed 
Mr. John Stratford Dugdale, of the Midland Circuit, and 
er of Grantham, to be Recorder of Birmingbam in 

Place of the late Dr. A, R. Adams, Q.C. 

“A Solicitor” writes to the Times :—“ The chief clerk 
fthe Master of the Rolla made what is called a ‘ four- 
day’ order in my favour on the 1st inst. ; but although it 
‘Was very short, not covering two sides of foolscap, it was 


-‘R0t until the 15th inst. that the order was drawn up aud 

tued from the registry ready for service—fourteen days 

taving been thus occupied in its preparation. 
comment.” 


I refrain 





Obituary. 


MR. ARTHUR ROBARTS ADAMS, D.C.L., Q.0. 


Mr. Arthur Robarts Adams, D.C.L., Q.C., Recorder 
of Birmingham, died suddenly on the 13th inst., 
while out shooting, in Bagley Woods, near Oxford, 
The deceased was the fourth son of the late Mr. Henry 
Cadwallader Adams, of Ainsty Hall, Warwickshire, his 
mother being a daughter of Sir William Curtis, Baronet, 
and he was a cousin of the late Serjeant Adams. He was 
born in 1812, was educated at Merchant Taylors’ School, 
and was elected to a Fellowship at St. John’s College, 
Oxford, which he held up to the time of his death, and 
he graduated B.A. in 1835, and D.C.L. in 1840. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 
1839, Mr. Adams was a member of the Midland Circuit, 
and was a very sound criminal lawyer. He acted for many 
years as deputy-recorder of Birmingham, and in 1866 he 
succeeded the late Mr. Matthew Davenport Hill, Q.C., as 
recorder of the borough. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1869, and he was a bencher of the Middle Temple and a 
magistrate for Warwickshire and Oxfordshire and the 
borough of Birmingham. Mr. Adams had to a great ex- 
tent retired from practice, and had for several years 
returned io residence at Oxford, where he was very active 
as @ magistrate, and devoted himself with much assiduity 
to college and nniversity business. He was till within the 
last few months bursar of his college, and from 1871 till 
1876 he held the office of ass:ssor of the Caancellor’s court, 
He was also fr many years a member of the Oxford Board 
of Guardians and Local Board of Health, aad a delegate of 
appeals in convocation and in congregation. Mr. Adams’ 
death was occasioned by Bright’s disease, from which he 
had long been a sufferer. 








Haucteties, 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


This society held its usual weekly meeting on Tuesday 
evening last at the Law Institution, Mr. E..P. Rouse in the 
chair. The society heard with much regret of the death of 
their late member, Mr. Octavius L. Hills. The subject 
appointed for debate was, ‘‘Is it compatible with British 
interests that Russia should be allowed the free passage of 
Dardanelles?’’ Mr, H. E. Morice, B.A., opened the diseus- 
sion, and, at the conclusion of the debate, on the question 
being put to the meeting the question was decided in the 
negative. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at Clements 
Inn Hall on Wednesday evening last, when the officers of 
the society presented their reports, and their successors for 
the ensuing year were elected. Mr. J. P. Davies presided. 
Mr. Rubinstein who has held the office of honorary secretary 
for three years retired in favour of Mr. C. Owen, who was 
unanimously elected. Mr. P. Eustace Smith was elected to 
the office of treasurer on the resignation of Mr. Shirley 
Shirley. Mr. S. Ward was elected honorary secretary to 
the societies in anion; Mr. Kains-Jackson, honorary 
secretary to the general correspondence department ; Mr. 
Quick, honorary secretary to the legal correspondence de- 
partment, and Mr. Burn, honorary reporter. Mr, M. F. B, 
Moyle was re-elected honorary librarian, and Messrs. Beal 
and Arnold, honorary auditors. ‘The reports of all the 
departmen's were most satisfactory. 





LEEDS LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Monday, the 17th 
inst., at which Mr. EF. T. Atkinson, barrister-at-law, pre- 
sided. Mr. R. K. Calvert and Mr. E. T, Turner, respeo- 
tively opened the following question in the affirmative 
and negative:—‘' A testator directs charitable legacies to 
be paid out of pure personalty, but ia silent aa to the pay- 
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ment of debts, and the pure personalty is insufficient to 
pay all the charity legacies ; ought the pure personalty to 
contribute rateably with the mixed personalty to the pay- 
ment of the debts and faneral expenses?” After several 
members had spoken and the chairman had summed up, the 
question was put to the vote and decided in the affirmative 
by @ great majority. The following cases amongst others 
were referred to during tke dissussion :— Zempest v. Tempest 
(7 D. M. & G. 470); Robinson v. Geldard (3 Mac. & G. 735); 
Beaumont vy. Oliveira (17 W. R. 41, 269, L. R. 6 Hq. 534, 
and 4 Ch. App. 309); Wills v. Bourne (L. R. 16 Eq. 487) ; 
Miles v. Harrison (28 W. BR. 441, L. BR. 9 Ch. App. 316.) A 
vote of thanks to the chairman coacladed the meeting. 





THE INCORPORATED SOCIETY OF ATTOR- 
NEYS AND SOLICITORS OF IRELAND. 


The general helf-yearly meeting of the Society of the 
Attorneys and Solicitors of Ireland was recently held. 

Mr. William Roche, president, occupied the chair. 

Mr. Joun Gattoway submitted the report of the council, 
which was taken as read. 

This report, after referring to the Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Ireland) Act, 1877, said :—‘t While the Bill 
was passing through the Honse your council observed that 
a Bill was introduced ‘to amend the Law relating to Costs 
in the High Court of Justice in England.’ The object of 
this Bill was to enable successful litigants, as far as possible, 
to recover all costs reasonably incurred by them in the 
course of the litigation—a great portion of which, by the 
present system of taxing costs, as between party and party, 
is disallowed as against the party. Your council, entirely 
approving of this principle, addressed the Attorney-General 
on the subject ; and the 51st section of the Act has been 
framed in accordance with the suggestion of your council, 
and in such a way as they think will be found to remove 
in a great measure a disadvantsge uncer which successful 
litigants have hitherto laboured.” It also referred to 

Probate Court Fees.—The subject of the heavy fees 
charged in the Court of Probate for the production, on 
trials, of scripte and other documents lodged in that court, 
and for the attendance of an officer in charge of euch scripts, 
&c., has occupied the attention of your council. They as- 
certained, on inquiry, that those fees were as follows:— 
viz. 10s. 6d. for the first day’s attendance of the officer of 
said court, and 5s. for each subsequent day ; and for 
each book or document produced, the firet day 2s. 6d., 
and each subsequent day 1s. 6d. One particular iz- 
stance wes brought before your council, where it 
bad been necessary to produce on the hearing of 6 
new trial motion in the Court of Common Pleas, in the 
cause of Purdon and Others vy. The Earl of Longford and 
Others, a number of documents from the Court of Probate, 
the fees for production whereof amounted on the firet day to 
£10 6s., and on each subsequent day to £6 3s. Your 
eouncil learned from the att« rney in that cause that as soon 
28 the judges, before whom the motion was argued, were in- 
formed of the amount of said fees, their lordships s'ated that 
pe considered same were excessive, and, in consequence, 

id they would not ask to have the documents produced 
before them. Your council also ascertained that in the case 
of The Earl of Longford v. Purdm in the Court of Protate, 
the judge of that court hed decided that such fees could not 
be charged for the production of documents in his court. 
Your couseil acecrdingly communicated with Judge Warren, 
and presented a petition to the Treasury, with his lordship’s 
on, detailing the facts before stated, and praying for s 
reduction of the fees ro chargeable. Copies of the petition 
were also sent to the judges of the Court cf Common Pleas, 
requesting their essistance in case any reference were made 
t them by the Treasury. A litter was received by your 
eouncil from Mr. Justice wey og approving ef the object of 
their petition, and promising to assist them if in his power. 
A letter was subsequently received from the secretary to the 
Treasury returning the petition, and suggesting that it 
should be addr to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland, who 
was empowered by the Probate Act, 20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 79, a. 
102, to add to, reduce, alter, and amend the fees taken in 
this court. A petition wes accordingly presented in similar 
terms, to the Lord Chancellor. This matter being still in 
abeyance, is recommended to the incoming council for their 
omsidas ion, with « view to take such action a4 may be ad- 


$< 


visable for the abolition of any fees upon the production of 
scripts in court and elsewhere. 

Conveyancers practising as Solicitors.—A communication 
was received in May last by your council from the licensed 
conveyancers in Belfast, enclosing copy correspondence 
between them and the Attorney-General as to introdugj 
a clause into the Judicature (Ireland) Bill, permitting 
licensed conveyancers in Ireland to poe in common With 
solicitors in the Supreme Court of Judicature in Ireland; 
and the Attorney-General having advised the applicants to 
communicate with your council where so vation 6 change 
in the present state of the law was involved, your couneif 
passed a resolution, that the council could not approve of the 
introduction into the Judicature Bill of u clause permitti 
conveyancers to practise as solicitors without service or ex. 
amioation ; aud that if the insertion of such a clause should 
be proposed, the council would give it, in the interests of 





the profession, their most determined opposition. Copigs . 


of such resolution were sent to the Attorney-General ang 
to the Belfast conveyancers, but no attempt to introduce 
such a clause as that proposed was made. 

The PRESIDENT, in moving the adoption of the re 
said the duties cast upon the council during the vena 
not been of an ordinary character, and had caused them no 
small amount of anxiety. As the report—which he trusted 
would meet with the approbation of the members of the 
society—had been iv their hands for some days, he did not 
think he would be justified in asking it to be read in 
extenso, but he would ask the privilege of saying a few 
words on the leading subjects in it. The first and most 
important matter was the Judicature Bill, which was 
brought into the House last session. It had been the daty 
of the council to see how far the suggestions offered by 
them when the former bills were under consideration in 
the House of Commons bad been carried into effect last 
session; and upon examining the new bill, they discovered 
with pleasure that very many of their suggestions had 
been adopted. They observed with regret, however, that 
the rules were not embraced in the bill, as was the case, 
if be was rightly informed, in the Huglish bill. Tbe matter 
was considered of such importance that a deputation was 
sent from the council to London on the subject, and they 
discharged their duties with zeal and ability, and impressed 
opon the parties interested and capable of affording them 
the relief they considered necessary, the necessity of 
having this amendment introduced. They did not entirely 
suoceed in that, though successful thus far, that they 
imported into the Act, as it now stood, what he might oall: 
a direction to the judges that they should have regard to 
the provisions of the Act of Parliament when dealing with 
the rules to be framed. They were very anxious also to 
have imported into the Act the words ‘and costs ’—that. 
wage, that they shonld stand in the same position as their 
English brethreninreferenceto remuneration. They did nob 
entirely succeed in accomplishing that end, but he thonght 
they would have no reason to complain when the schedule 
was submitted to them. The attention of the council had 
been calied to the office of the clerk at Nisi Prius. They 
considered that this was an office peculiarly fitted for, and 
a post to be discharged by, a man of legal training, and 
they pressed this point very anxiously, for they concei 
that this recognition of their rights should be acceded to. 
A most singular argument was adduced in opposition to 
their views upon the subject—namely, that the same system 
that existed here existed also in England. He might say 
that, while delighted at all times to receive any benefit of 
any advantage that they could get from their Hoglisly 
brethren, they at the same time had no desire at all to 
deprive them of the position, if they liked to have it, of 
observing a bad in place of a good regulation. The next 
matter which the council had considered was the schedule 
of feee. They wrote to the Lord Chancellor's secretary, 
asking permission for a deputation to wait upon his lordship 
with the object of presenting their views on the subject of 
remuneration, The secretary bad written a most 
and friendly reply, suggesting that until the rules had 
been framed it would be premature to enter on the subject. 
The council could only a ey? on their successors the 
necessity of looking closely after this matter, end he thought 
they bad every reason to expect at the hands of the 
Chancellor a fall and liberal scale of remuneration, 
council bad also bed under their consideration another 








important matter, aad it was, that pending the passing 
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County Courts and Officers Bill, a clause had been 
uced of a most extraordinary character—to allow 


t professional persons to act, with the assent of the 


e, in place of the solicitor. He had the honour, at 
he time this was being introduced, of being president of 
upon himself the responsibility of 
immediately calling a meeting of the profession, and the 
result of that was that a resolution was adopted pointing 
out the objections to the proposed clause, and a petition 
forwarded to the House of Commons on the subject. The 
answer given was that the same system existed in England. 
However, he was happy to say that their remonstrance had 
= successful], and now'that very objectionable elause had 
expunged in effect from the Bill. In the matter of the 
county courts rules and schedule of fees, the council had 
not been able to accomplish what they were desirous of 
doing, and they could only leave the matter to those who 
gucceeded them. With regard to the Probate Court fees, 
referred to in the report, which were considercd to be exor- 
bitant, the matter had been brought under the attention of 
the authorities, and be had no doubt that this grievance 
would be remedied. A paragraph in the report referred to 
the Registry of Deeds Office, and the council wished to say 
that while giving Mr. Dillon every credit for his ingenuity, 
they considered that the working of the office could be best 
carried on under the old system. With regard to their 
buildings they could see for themselves the improvements 
and conveniences that had been effected, and he hoped that 
professional gentlemen, when they saw the anxiety of the 
council to contribute to their comforts, would come forward 
and join the society. During the last year an anonymous 
friend had presented, through Mr. Tisdall, a valuable addi- 
tion to the library of 155 volumes of Dublin Directories, 
commencing with the year 1696. The report referred with 
very great regret to the departure from amongst them of a 
gentleman honoured and esteemed, not only by the profes- 
sion, but by the public at large—his old and valued friend, 
Mr. Edward Reeves. In conclusion, he thought it right to 
mention that the 29th and 30th of the present month had 
been fixed for the examination for the Findlater Scholarship. 

Mr. Lee seccnded the motion. 

Mr. Coorer wished to know what steps the council had 
taken to have their recommendation on the subject of the 
registry of deeds acted upon, or had they been in com- 
munication with the Treasury or law officers of the Crown 
on the subject ? 

The CuarrMAN said it was very well known that a com- 
mission was to issue for the purpose of making an inquiry 
into the system of the registry of deeds, and, pending that, 
he thought it would be unbecoming in the extreme to them to 
take any action. When the commission issued they could 
then place their wishes and views before it. 

Mr. Dix said it seemed to him that they need not send 
their views on the subject to the Treasury until they were 
asked for them. 

The report was then adopted. 

Mr. Tispatu wished to mention that the donor of the 
books to the library was Mr. Hope, formerly of 3, Innsquay. 
When giving them he (Mr. Tisdall) had not intended that 
the gift should be anonymous, but he thought the books 
“et be considered of little value. 

¢ following were elected on the council for the year 

Wm. Findlater, Wm. Roche, Vesey Daly, Charles G. 
Stanuell, Henry T. Dix, Michael Larkin, Richard 8S. 
Reeves, Wm. D’Alton, W. Milward Jones, Wm. Read, 
John T. Hamerton, Henry L. Keily, John H. Nunn, 
Edward T, Stapleton, Bartholomew W. Rooke, Shaplend 
M. Tandy, Henry J. P. West, John Galloway, Jehu 
Matthews, Sydenham Davis, Richard H. M. Orpen, Henry 
A. Dillon, Archibald Tisdall, Vatrick Maxwell, Robert 
J.T. Macrory, Thomas Jameson, George Beamish, Wm. 
Fry, ober O. Longfield, Henry 8S. Mecredy, Francis R. M, 

rozier, 

Supernumeraries to fill vacancies on Couneit for 1878 :— 
Henry 8, Wateon, Joseph Burke, Henry C. Neilson, Robert 
0. Lee, Keith H. Hallowes, John Juliw, John B. Eaton, 
John E. Tarlton, Edward C. Murray, Henry Mills. 

Mr. Wm. Reid having been called to the second chair, 

Mr. Wu. Finpiater proposed, and Mr. Hxwry Diiox 
seconded, a cordial vote of thanks to the President. 

The motion having been unanimously adopted, 

Paoiwant returned thauke, end 
@ proceedings terminated. Jrish Law Times, 








Legal Mews. 


Mr. W. S. Sowton, a solicitor, who has had an extensive 
practice in the Liverpool police-courts, entered the coffee- 
room of an hotel near the Crewe Station on Monday, and 
shot himself with a pistol. He died almost directly after 
receiving the wound. It appears that after the deceased 
fired the revolver he was sufficiently conscious to place the 
pistol in the inside pocket of his overcoat. 


In opening the commission in Cork, Mr. Justice Keogh 
complained of the late period at which the winter assizes 
had been resolved upon by the authorities. The Act of 
Parliament hed been passed in the last session, and it was 
well understood that there would be a winter assize, but 
it was not until the 22nd of November that a communica- 
tion on the subject had been made to the judges. It was 
only by great exertions that they could get through the 
busivess, which was very heavy, and avoid the necessity 
of postponing any of the trials. 


In the Queen’s Bench Division on Thursday, says the 
Times reporter, a part-heard case, involving an investiga- 
tion of cross-claims between a builder snd a butcher was 
disposed of. The rest of the cases in the list were called 
cn, but as no one appeared, they were struck cut. A case was 
taken from the list of the Exchequer Division. In this court 
this week about one-fourth of the cases called on have been 
strack out. The explanation is, that parties prefer to settle 
their claims and accept half justice, rather than submit to 
the delay, which, owing to the omission of the State to pro- 
vide adequate machinery for the administration of justice, 
would be otherwise imposed on them. So long as this 
omission shall be permitted, it will not be true to say that 
in England suitors have provided for them the means of 
having their claims adjudicated upon with reasonable speed. 
It is, however, discourteous, to say the least of it, that 
solicitors, whose causes are settled, should not give any 
intimation of the fact to the associate, and it causes incon- 
venience to others, who naturally assume that those which 
appear in the list are really causes ; whereas, in truth, they 
are not.” 


In a case of alleged assault with intent at the Cork 
Assizes Mr. Justice Keogh is stated to have dealt 
rather sternly with the jury in order to obfain a proper 
verdict. The prosecutrix, who is a servant, deposed 
that the prisoner dragged her along the read about a 
quarter of a mile outside Killarney. She was rescued by a 
oriest and a doctor who happened to drive along the road. 

‘or the defence two witnesses were examined, who deposed 
that when they passed the prisoner and the prosecutrix 
were engaged in friendly conversation. A juror remarked 
that they had no corroborative evidence of the assault. 
His lordship said he was not in the habit of meeting juries 
in the city of Cork who required to have a plain proposition 
hammered into their heads. The jury handed in a verdict 
of not guilty upon the first count, charging criminal 
intent, but guilty of a common assault. His lordship re- 
fused to take the verdict, and asked them what they meant 
by it. The evidence was all one way, and there was not a 
scintilla the other way. The prisoner was either guilty on 
the first count or not guilty at all. [le directed them te re- 
tire and reconsider their verdict. They returned in a 

uarter of an hour with a verdict of guilty on both counts. 

he prisoner was then sentenced to two years’ imprison- 
ment with hard labour. He was a returned conylet, who 
had been eight times convicted. 


The following is the draft of a Bull which has received 
the approval of the Execative Council of the Amalgamated 
Society of Railway Servants, to be introduced into the 
House of Lords during the coming session:—“‘ 1. Where, 
after the passing of this Act, personal injury is caused toa 
railway servant by reason of defective *, plant, or stock 
of a railway, or by reason of the negligence of any person 
of any superior grade in the service of the railway company 
(whether in the same or in any other department of service), 
or by rearon of the negligence of any person in the service 
of the railway company to whose orders, directions, or sigaals 
the servant was bound to conform, or by reason of the act or 
omission of any person in the service of the company dove or 
made in obedience to the company's rales aad dye-laws or 
in obedience to instructions givea by any persoa delegated 







: 
: 
i 


Se ne 








156 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Deo. 22, 1877, 








with the authority of the company in that behalf, the 
servant (or in case of death his relatives or representatives) 
shall have the same right of compensation and remedies 
against the railway company-.as if he had not been a servant 
of nor employed by the company nor engaged in their work. 
2. Every action by a railway servant for recovery of com- 
pensation under this Act, in which a sum not samp | 
£200 is elaimed, shall be brought in a county court, an 
not elsewhere. Upon the trial of any such action in a 
county court one or more assessors may be appointed for 
the purpose of ascertaining the amount of the compensation. 
For the purpose of regulating the conditions and mode of 
appointment of such assessors, and all matters of procedure 
relating to their duties, rules may be made, varied, and 
repealed from time to time in the same manner as rules for 
regulating the practice and procedure in other actions in 
county courts.’ The remaining two clauses define the 
meaning of county court to mean in Scotland the Sheriff’s 
Court, and in Ireland the Civil Bill Court. The Act is 
styled, ‘‘ The Railway Servants’ (Compensation) Act, 1878.” 


What would a person of ordinary intelligence think, asks 
the Central Law Journal, if he were to pick up a copy of the 
London Times, and find in its editorial columns the following 
paragraph: “ We trust Vice-Chancellor Malins will yield to 
the request of the attorneys representing the city in the gas 
suit, and will allow the examination of the books and papers 
which is asked for. There can be no waste or loss attending the 
examination. It is said that the city desires to compile certain 
acoounts the loss of which by fire or otherwise would create 
much confusion. The gas company ought to offer no objec- 
tion”? We do not believe that a paragraph like this, under- 
taking, in direct terms, to advise a judge how to decide an 
issue pending before him, has been published in a respectable 
English newspaper during the last fifty years. ut the 
above paragraph, word for word, except the name of the 
judge, appeared in the editorial columns of the St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat on last Sunday morning. It referred to an 
application made to a judge for leave to examine certain 
books of a corporation of which the judge had appointed a 
receiver, which application the judge had taken under 
advisement. Such a paragraph, under such circumstances, 
was in the highest degree disrespectful to the judge whom it 
was intended to influence, although the editor, doubtless, did 
not so intend it. But the frequent newspaper advice which 
judges receive illustrates, in a profound degree, the disrespect 
and want of public confidence into which the judicial office 
has fallen under the elective system. Instead of considering 
that if the judge were to permit himself to be influenced by 
his advice he would be deserving of impeachment, the news- 
paper writer who penned the above paragraph, or the pub- 
lisher who ordered its insertion, probably reasoned in this 
way: “ We helped to elect this judge, or our influence secured 
his nomination in the party caucus; therefore he will prove 
ungrateful if he does not listen to our advice.” 


The judge of the Manchester County Court (Mr. J. A. 
Ruseell, Q.C.) sat in the old court-house, Nicholas Croft, 
for the last time, on Thursday. For a considerable time 
past, says the Manchester Guardian, workmen have been 
engaged in transforming the old Owens College, in Quay- 
street, into a building suitable for the transaction of the 
largely-increasing business of the court, and the work is 
£0 nearly completed that the transference of the furniture, 
records, &c., has commenced, and the first sittings of the 
coming year, which commence on the 8th of January, will 
be held in the new court-room. The accommodation 
which the premises afford, though it cannot be described 
as extensive, is nevertheless of a nature which it is hoped 
will obviate the inconveniences which have been experi- 
enced in Nicholas Croft for many years past by suitors and 
legal gentlemen in consequence of the limited space at 
their command. The principal entrance to the new court 
is in Byrom-street, but the offices are reached by the 
original entrance to the college in Quay-street. The 
records of the court will be placed in the basement, where 
are also rooms for the High Bailiff's assistants. On the 
ground floor are the jadge’s court, the registrar's court, 
the judge’s private rooms, the public office and strong 
room, offices for the bailiff and his clerks, rooms for 
the bankruptcy clerks, waiting-rooms, consulting-rooms; 
and barristers’ and solicitors’ rooms—the whole of these 
apartments being conveniently connected by means of a 


= —<—<—<—>= 
Byrom-street. On the first-floor are rooms for the rogig. 
trars, the chief clerk, the treasurer, and the auditor, toge. 
ther with the taxing-office and a room for bankruptcy 
examinations; and on the second floor are other three 
rooms for bankruptcy examinations and the apartments of 
the keeper of the court. The whole of the offices hays 
been arranged with a view to facilitate the transaction of 
business, and it is anticipated that the provision which hag 
now been made will prove to be eminently satisfactory, 


The Echo of Thureday gives the following account of g 
scene at the Middlesex sessions:—Two men, John Small. 
bone and Thomas Gritton, surrendered to their bail to 
plead not guilty to an indictmeft charging them with 
baving stolen a chest of tea.—Mr. Purcell prosecuted, and 
Mr. Montagu Williams and Mr. Besley defended. Prior 
to the beginning of the case, Mr. Ribton made application 
to Mr. Serjeant Cox, that a case in which the learned 
counsel was interested should be put over until the next 
sessions.—Mr, Serjeant Cox said he could not see anything 
like a clear reason for granting the request. The man wag 
in custody and ready for trial, and why should he be kept 
longer in custody?—Mr, Ribton: There has been pre- 
ferred against the accused an indictment before the Grand 
Jury which is in addition to the charge preferred against 
him on his committal.—Mr. Serjeant Cox: I won’t put 
over the case.—Mr. Ribton (angrily): You wont? Does 
your lordship mean to say that I am notin order when ask. 
ing your lordship to postpone the trial of a man upon whom 
a new charge has been suddenly sprung.—Mr. Serjeant 
Cox : I won’t postpone the trial.—Mr. Ribton: Then, I say, 
you are the only judge sitting within the scope of this king. 
dom who would so have decided. You are the only judge of 
the kind, and when I say it, I say it deliberately and I mean 
what I say.—There was much sensation in the court after this 
expression of the learned counsel, but Mr. Serjeant Cox did 
not deign to reply further. Then the case of the tea-steal- 
ing was gone into, and when Mr. Serjeant Cox came to cum 
up he was directing the jury that the prisoner Smallbone 
might probably have been at the horse’s head when the tea 
was stolen, and must have seen what had occurred.—Mr. 
Besley: I interfere with you, my lord, and I say you have no 
right to put the question in that way.—Mr. Serjeant Cox 
went on.—Mr. Besley (emphatically): I will be heard, my 
lord, go on as your lordship may. You are assuming ——Mr. 
Serjeant Cox: No, I am not; sit down, sir, ani understand 
that I am assuming nothing.—Mr. Besley: It is of no use, 
my lord, I shall stand here and argue the point, with all 
respect. It is not competent for your lordship to sssume that 
which has not been proved in evidence. It has been shown that 
when the property was stolen Smallbone was somewhere else, 
and now you, my lord, are putting it that he was at the horse’s 
head.—Mr, Serjeant Cox : No, no; I am not; I am saying 
that whoever was at the horse’s head must have seen the 
tkeft committed. (To the witness) Now, don’t you think 
that anyone starding, like Smallbone, at the horse’s head 
would see the theft committed ?—The witness (a carman’s 
boy): No, sir; nobody could see that, because there was 
no one at the horse’s head then at all. (Great langhter.)— 
The jury, after some further passages of the kind indicated 
above, acquitted both the prisoners. On Friday the 
application of Mr. Ribton to Mr. Serjeant Cox to have the 
case put over to the next sessions was renewed by the 
lesrned counsel. Mr. Serjeant Cox said that, having re- 
considered the matter, he would grant the application. 








High Conrt of Hustice, 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Grove, J. and Linpuey, J.). 
Dec. 3.—In re Froggatt. 
This was a motion calling upon Mr. Edward Froggatt, the 
solicitor who was lately convicted with the detectives at the 


Old Bailey, to show cause why he should not be struck off 
the Rolls. 


The court granted a rule. 
On Dec. 19, Murray, on bebalf of the eget ere 
Law Society, moved to make absolate the rule, which had 
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why his name should oot be struck off the roll of 
of the High Court of Justice. He produced an 
vit stating that a copy of the rule had been per- 
sonally served upon Mr. Froggatt, in Pentonville Prison, 
and that ample opportunity had been given for him to 
appear. Up to the present time, however, so far as he 
could ascertain, no member of the bar appeared to show 
ganse, and no office copy of the affidavit had been taken 
on Mr. Froggatt’s behalf. He now moved their lordships 
tomake the rule ahsolate. 
The CoURT ordered accordingly, and the rule was made 


absolute. 








CAreck Commissioner’s Court. 


Nov. 26, 27, 28.—Zhe Ayton.* 

This was an inquiry into the stranding of the screw 
steamship Ayton off Cape Glarentza, on the west coast of 
Greece, on the 12th of October, 1877. She was got off the 
next day without damage, except that sixty tons of coal for 
theship’s consumption had to be thrown overboard. 

Marsden, for the Board of Trade. 

Roche (solicitor), for the master and mate. 

Oliver (solicitor), for the owners. 

Marsden charged the master with haviog caused the 
stranding of the ship by his wrongful acts or defaults in 
various particulars. 

Roche objected that the case was one in which the com- 
missioner had power to hold an inquiry only under the Mer- 
chant Shipping Act, 1876, s. 32, and had no power to cancel 
or suspend certificates. The power to deal with an officer’s 
certificate was given only in the cases mentioned in section 
242, sub-section 2, namely, where the court reported that 
“the loss, abandonment of, or serious damage to any ship or 
loss of life has been caused by his wrongful act or default.” 
No such report could be made in the present case, which 
was one of stranding without serious or material damage. 

Marsden contended that the loss of sixty tons of coal 
wasa material or serious damage to the ship within the 
meaning of sections 242 and 432 of the Merchant Shipping 
Act of 1854. Also that the combined effect of the Merchant 
Shipping Acts of 1854, 1862, and 1876 was to give the court 
power to deal with certificates in every case where the 
cumalty was caused by the wrongful act or default of the 
master or mate. 

The Commissioner held that the loss of sixty tons of 
coals did not, under the circumstances of the case, con- 
stitute a material or serious damage within the meaning 
of sections 242 and 432 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1854, but that the Merchant Shipp'ng Act, 1876, s. 32, 
when read with the previous Acts, gave him power to deal 
with certificates upon an investigation into the casualties 
there mentioned. He held, also, that all the charges were 
proved, and suspended the master’s certificate for six 
months, with a recommendation that he should be alloweda 
mate's certificate in the meantime. 








County Courts. 


SOUTHWARK. 
(Before H. J. Sronor, Esq., Judge). 
Dec. 13.—Jzod v. Layman. 

In the computation of interest under the 15th section and 4th 
schedule of the Pawnbrokers’ Act (35 & 36 Vict. o. 78, theday 
of pawning is in civil actions to be excluded. 

The plaintiff in this ease sued the defendant, a pawn- 
broker, for 10s. in respect of the detention of a 
pledge for one day after the tender of principal and interest 
due thereon, The plaintiff, on the 30th of August, pledged 
Some goods for a sum under 40s., and on the 30th of 
October called to redeem them and tendered the principal 
and two months’ interest, but the defendant claimed 
under the provisions of the Pawnbrokers Act (35 & 36 
Vict. . 98) half of the amount to which he would have 
been entitled for the third month on the ground that the 


* Reported by R. G. Manspen, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. 











pledge had remained in pawn one day more than two 
months, and detained it for one day. The plaintiff then 
took ont a summons under the Pawnbrokers Act before a 
metropolitan police magistrate, Mr. Benson, upon whose 
recommendation the defendant abandoned his claim and 
gave up the pledge. The plaintiff then brought the pre- 
sent action. 

His Honour, after stating the facts as above, and ob- 
serving that it was proved that the goods were pawned at 
6.50 p.m. on the 30th of August, and the principal and 
interest were tendered before 6 p.m. on the 30th of 
October, but that the exact. hours of the pawning and 
tender were not, according to his view of the case, material, 
proceeded to say :— 

The 15th section of the Pawnbrokers Act provides that 
@ pawnbroker may take profit on a loan at a rate noi ex- 
ceeding that specified in the 4th schedule to the Act, and 
the 5th schedule contains the following provisions as to 
profit on loans :— 

A. On a loan of forty shillings or under— 

For any time during which the pledge 

remuins in pawn not exceeding one 
month, for every two shillings or 
fraction of two shillings lent 

For every month after the first, in- 

cluding the current mouth in which 
the pledge is redeemed, although 
that month is not expired, for every 
two shillings or fraction of two 
shillings lent . : . ° - One halfpenny. 

1, Provisoes.] If the pledge is redeemed before the end 
of the first fourteen days after the expiration of any 
month, the pawnbroker shall, in respect of those fourteen 
days, be entitled to take half the amount which he would 
be entitled to take for the whole month. 

B. Ona loan of above forty shillings— 
For every month or part of a month 
for every sum of two shillings and . 
sixpence or fraction of a sum of two 
shillings and sixpence . ° One halfpenny. 

Under the 13 & 14 Vict. c. 21, s. 4 (as to the construc- 
tion of statutes) the month in question must be held to be 
a calendar month and it is so treated in the forms con- 
tained in the 3rd schedule to the Pawnbrokers Act, and 
the only question in the present case is whether in the 
computation of such calendar month the day of pawning is 
to be excluded or included. I have been referred to a 
decision of a learned metropolitan police magistrate (Mr. 
Hannay) who upon a summons for penalties under this 
Act held that the day of pawning was to be included in 
such computation, and also to a report from a newspaper 
of his ob’ervations on that occasion, which is evidently 
imperfect. I have, however, considered those observations 
and the arguments of the defendant with great attention, 
and regret that after doing so I cannot concur in the 
decision or reasoning of the learned magistrate, at least, 
so far as the civil rights and remedies of the parties are 
eoncerned. 

The rule indeed was formerly that where the computa. 
tion of time was to be made from an act done on a certain 
day (which it is in the present case, viz., from the act of 
pawning) or from a certain day, the day of doing sach act, 
or such day, ought to be included, but this rule has been 
abrogated . later authorities, which have established as 
the general rule of computation, that whether the time be 
counted from an act done on a certain day, as in the presen 
casé, or from a certain day, such day shall be excluded, or 
as it has been otherwise expressed, that “time shall be 
computed from midnight of that day,’ apparently upon the 
pricciple that the law takes no cognizance of a fraction of 
a day (see the cases on the point collected in Chitty’s 
Statutes, vol. 4, p. 666.) Now, are there any grounds upon 
which the computation of time should be made in the 

resent case otherwise than according to the general rule ? 
The only possible ground which I can discover is that the 
16th section, which provides ‘‘that every pledge shall be 
redeemable within twelve months from the day of pawning,” 
superadds the words ‘‘exclusive of that day,” and it 
certainly may be contended that, as those words are not 
contained in the 4th schedule &s to profits on loans, the 
Legislature did not intend that the day of pawning should 
be excluded (according to the general rule of computation) 
In computing such profit, I do not, however, think that 


One halfpenny, 
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such is the right inference, but rather that the words, ‘‘ ex- 
elusive of the day of pawning,” were in the 16th section 
bundantia cautele, and it is to be obeerved that the in- 
sertion of those words actually affords an argument in 
favour of the application of the general rule of computation 
to the provisions as to profit on loans, because it is clearly 
desirable that the liability to pay interest and the eave 
to redeem should be co-extensive, as is pointed out by the 
learned magistrate himself. The objection that by the mode 
of computation according to the general rule two-thirtieths 
are included in one month is based on a fallacy, namely, 
that the computation is made from the beginning, or any 
portion, of the day of pawning, instead of from the end of 
it. The argument that such day ought to be included 
because otherwise interest could not be demanded for the 
first month incase a pledge is redeemed on the day of 
pawning is likewise erroneous, for by the 25th and 31st 
sections of the Act the pawnbroker is clearly bound 
to deliver up the pledge at axy time to the person 
iving up the pawn ticket, and if the argument were good 
or anything, it would show that no interest could be 
taken on the day of pawning; but I feel no doubt that 
under the provisions of the Act the first month's interest is 
due on the day of piwning, immediately after the act of 
pawning is completed, although the time from which it is 
to be computed is the end of that day. The argument that, 
because this is in some respects a penal statute, the separate 
substantive enactment respecting the profit on loans is 
to receive an exceptional construction contrary to that 
which the courts of law put upon other enactments, and 
upon contracts generally, also appears to me to be erroneous. 
Rather than do this a court of law would put a different 
construction on the Act according to the nature of the suit 
or prosecution before it, as on the construction of the Act 
of Ann, c. 14, sgainst gaming (see Bones vy. Rooth, 
W. Bi. 1226). I therefore can see no reason why time 
should not be computed in the present case according to the 
general rule, and there will consequeptly be a verdict for 
the plaintiff, with costs, but if the defendant desires, for 
his own sake and th:t of his fellow-tradesmen, to obtain 
the opinion of the superior court, I will give him leave to 
appeal by case upon paying the plaintiff his costs up to the 
present time, and foregoing any costs of the appeal against 
the plaintiff in any event. 
Verdict for the plaintiff, with costs of two days, payable 
in a week. 
The damages, 103., to remain in court till the 8th of 
January to enable the plaistiff to appeal. 
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SALFORD. 
(Before J. A. Russet, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
Dec. 17,—Garside v. Neill, 

Employers and Workmen Act, 1875—Set-off against wages. 

The plaintiff in this case was formerly in the employ of 
Mesers. R. Neill & Sons, joiners and builders, whom he sued 
under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, to recover 
Wages amounting to £1 14*. The defendants brought a 
counter-claim under section 3 of the Act (sub-tection 3), 
which provides that the court may adjust and set-off one 
against the ether all claims on the part either of the em- 
ployer or of the. workmen arising out of or incidental to the 
relation between them, whether such claims are liquidated 
or unliquidated, and for wages, damages, or otherwise. The 
plaintiff was employed in the taking down of a mortar mill, 
and was paid by time. It was alleged that in the course of 
the work he neglected to pack the mill upon two sides, so 
that when the mill was removed the rollers swung round 
and broke the side of the pan. 

Nash, for the defendants. 

His Honovr ‘aid this was a case of considerable import- 
ance both to employers and workmen, and the first of this 
natore, he believed, that had been brought before him. The 

laintiff had sued for wages, and the defendants, under the 
Faxployes and Workmen Act, 1875, claimed as a set-off a 
right to dai which were unliquidated, and srose out of 
the relations between them, the damage having occurred, it 
was alleged, by resson of the negligence of the servant. ‘The 
question in the first place was whether or not it was proved 
satisfactorily that the damage had really been incurred— 
that was, whether or not the servant 





damages had arisen ; and in the event of his being satisfieg 
that that was so, he (the judge) had the power under the 
last Act regulating the courts to give a verdict for the de. 
fendant upon the merits, or to adjudge to him any other 
relief to which on those merits he would be entitled. Ip 
point of fact, therefore, if damages had been incurred by the 
plaintiff, the amount of those damages exceeding the amount 
claimed for wages as against the defendant, he had a right 
under the statute to give a verdict for the balance as against 
the plaintiff in favour of the defendant. He had listened 
very attentively to the evidence, and with a desire, if 
possible, to come to the conclusion that the workman wag 
not in the wrong ; but he confessed that, especially after the 
evidence of Mr. Neill, it would be impossible for him to do 
so, because upon a fair view of the facts there could be no 
doubt that the negligence attributed to the workman wag 
negligence of which he really bad been guilty, and his con. 
duct rendered it necessary that the piece of machinery in 
uestion should be thrown aside and a new piece substituted, 
hat being so, he was compelled to say that the master had 
as against the workman a claim for damages in this case, 
and the amount of damage which the master had sustained 
by reason of the carelessness of the plaintiff was the cost of 
the dish casting. As against that must be allowed 
£1 10s. 9d. for old metal, and likewise the claim for £1 14s, 
as wages, which were admitted to have been earned. A 
verdict would be entered for the defendant on the counter. 
claim for £10 11s. 3d. 
Nash said he did not ask for costs, and, by consent, execu- 
tion would not be issued without leave of the court. 
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LONDON. 
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LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 138.) 
CP 379 Lukyn (Seaman & Ingoldby) v Wood & ors (Bircham 


0 
CP 380 cg (Parker & Clarke) v Morice (Waltuns, B & 
0 


C P 381 Hall (Same) v Bonus (Same) SJ 
QB 382 Shearer (W ag v Burnell (H Miller) 
Ex 383 ae & anr (Wilkins, B & I’) v Simmons (Harris 


G 

QB 384 Ross stokes 8 & S) v Rosaz (G Handcock) 

Ex 385 The Regent United Service Stores, limd (A Pulbrook) 
v Holmes a Goren) 

Ex 386 Gibbs (Miler & W) v David & anr (Cunliffe & B) SJ 

CP 387 Elstow (J F Terry) v Dawson & Co (Shum, Cross- 
man & Co 

CP 388 Holyfield (Same) v jacking, jun. (S Potter) 

CY 389 Hall (Parker & Clarke) v Jupe (Waltons, B & W) SJ 

CP 390 Milner (Merediths, R & M) v Dimbleby (Smith, 
Davies & Co) 

QB 391 Retter & Co (W Morley) v Wulff (H Leng 

QB 392 a aed Oe (Hollams, Son & C) v Kitchin (Hawks, 


) 
Ex 393 —_— & Co (H W Lindus) v Fesch & anr (Saun- 


dere, H &B 
CP 394 Winser (J Chapman & Co) v London Tram Co, limé 
Godfray) 5J 
CP 395 bog (Same) v Cory & Sons (J A & H E Farn- 
field) 8J 


Ex 396 Pearson (Murray, H & Co) v Eaton & Sons & Shaw 
& Co (Maples & Co; Freshfields & Co) 83 

Ex 397 Johnson (Rooks & Co) v Dewar & anr (Plows, I & Co) 

Ex 398 Same (Same) v Fisher (Hollams, Son & C) SJ 

Ex 399 Thackrah (Same) v Robinson (Roy & C) 

QB 400 Ramet (Hollams, Son & C) v Musgrave (R J Pead) 


QB 401 orig | & ors (Stibbard, G & C) v Ieaac {Pisby & J) 
CP 402 Cole = Dl & Imbert, T) v Gunter (I J Pullen) 
CP 403 Guy (J Terry) Clifton (8 W Harris) 

CP 404 Salter & Sons (H Gething) v Stanley (J W Bickio) 
CP 405 Jones (Clarkes, R & C) v Lumley (Lumley & L) 5 
QB 406 Balme (Williamson, & Co) v Bentley & Sons 





d been guilty of 
negigence in the discharge of his dutic’, f-om which these CP 408  cpomeoay ( ‘on 


(i 
CP 407 lies & Co Ces R & ©) v Bateman & Co 
J Croft) v Lumb (Bower & C) 























































& 410 Watton helps, S & B) v Ellis (A ie T Cox) 8J 
411 Richards (Robinson & P) v Welch (Sharpe, P & Co) 
aS 412 Bank of R & Coy 83 (Bischoff, B & B) v Huntington 
“Fx 413 Kris ( (Lumley & L) v Robinson (Vandercom, L & H) 


QB 414 Batchelor (A Banyard) v Hughes (Guillaume & Sons) 





stened CP 415 Cox (J Croft y Defries & ors (Scard & Sons) 

ma if CP 416 Neh eee C) he > H Hilbery) v Kaye & Crawford 
0 

ee tan the Ex 417 Hencook & 0 ors + (Maddox & C) v Whichcord (Monck- 

be Ex 418 Watson om . S & B) v Goodlake (F L Soames) 

nw OP 419 Lioyd ( Croft) vy Defries & ors (Scard & Sons) 

pss, CP 420 — Ai Sandford) v Hall & anr (Hollams, Son & 

ch. Ex 421 sara & ors (Murray, Hutchinson & Co) v Hobley 

t had Ex 422 ee: & Co (Phelps, S & B)'v Shields & anr (Child 

Case, 

vined Ex 423 as Yarne) v Licensed Victualler’s Society (Same) 

at 

na Ex 424 mo Gs WwW iene) v Great Noithern Ry Co 

1s CP 425 Smart sop pact By P & B) v Mills & ors (Noon & C) 


A QB 426 Truscott (Chorley, C & Co) v Brady & ors (Kendall & 
C; Collette & C) 
Ex 427 Reuter (F Dollman) v Lloyd (A Diggles) 
CP 428 Keay & anr (Pritchard & Sons) v Young & ors 
Clarkes, R & C; J Scott; Burton, Y & Co; Bel- 
frage, J M) 
P 429 Cook (H S Hubbard) v Blakemore - Tyrrel) 
P 430 Amazon Tug of Lighterage Co, limd (Amhur-t,M & 
Co) v Earle’s ara & Engineering Co, limd 
S ester, U & Co) SJ 
QB 481 Phillips (W Beck) v Liebig’s Extract of Meat Co, 
limd (Crump & Son) 
QB 432 McQueen (Same) v Same (Same) 
QB 433 Rooney rw eg B & B) v Fenn & ors (F reares 
Randall & A; Boyce & R; Blunt, T & Co) S 
QB 434 — (H H Seayard) v Thomson & Walvon | (WB 


CP 435 fone F Pope) v Root (Crook & S) 

Ex 436 Smith (Blake & S) v White (H M Ody) 

QB 437 Geen 7 em) v 3 cas Steamship C», limd (Stib- 
m bard, G & C) S 
QB 438 Button (Carr, B » & M) v Paine, jun (H T Tiddi- 


C 
© 


. an) 
QB 439 Turnbull & Son (Hellams, Son & C) v Street (Allin 
; CP 440 ranne (F W & H Hilbery) v Ockenden (Roberts & 
Ex 441 Jones (Evans & E) v Selfe (In Person) 
Ex 442 Kelly (W R Preston) v Sullivan (H J & T Child 
) Ex 443 Page & ora (Same) v Bowker & = _ aaraay G) 


Ex 444 Rayner (Same) v Blythe > tory & 
‘ Ex 445 Kemp (Same) v Britton (Duffield & 
, OP 446 Beyaus & anr (E W Parkes) v Herbort (Field, R & 


Co) 
CP 447 Lamb ee & B) v Lomas, Jenkins & Co (Pritch- 
Ex 448 Collins (Whites, R & Co) v Warwick (F W Snell) 
Ex 449 Harvey (Same) v Harvey (J W Fraser) 
QB 450 Pedersen (J ene & A) v Dobell & Co (Field, 


& C 
CP 451 Rebeboo (C (C M Elborough) v Smith (Bischoff, B & B 
CP 452 *spille ye” & ors (Argles & R) v S Freeth & Co (F 


CP 453 Lery 7 CW 2 A BS & Son) v Badart & Freres (Saun- 
CP 454 J wanag & ~a (Reed & Lovell) v Hobbs (Chapman 
CP 455 — (Angell & Imbert Terry) v Hare (Wilson & 
QB 456 Harwitz & anr (L Goldberg) v Dore a Pak & Co) 
QB 457 Eisenstein (Same) v Rogers & ors ( lunkett 

Ex 458 —— ban TL M) v Grant & ors (Ashurat, M & 
Ex 459 Stake (Stocken & 7. ) v Kidd & Co (Hollams, Son & 
QB 460 Bateman (A F Newton) v Ryder ga rome) 

QB 461 Stockdale (E H Barlee) v The loating Swimming 

Baths Co, limd (Combe & ) 
Ex 462 Harrison, jun (W Arnold) y Houmann (SJ Robinson) 
CP 463 sy & anr (Roberts & B) v Walker & anr (Foss 
QB 464 Tanager & Co , (aliens Son & C) v London & St. 
arino Docks Uo (W M Hacon) SJ 
QB 465 Wilkineon asia, & G) v Alaton (Lumley & L) 


QB 466 Godwin (L Goldberg) v Stracey (Duncan, M & Co) 
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i wo moor & anr (Burgoynes, M & B) v Gordon (CG } CP 467 Smith & Co Neher ye B & W) v Carvill & Son 


(Hollams, Son & C) 8 

Ex 468 Cooper (Evans & E)v fies (W_ H Roberta) 

QB 469 — (J_H Waring) v Hutchinson & anr (W G 

ley ; Taylor & 3 

Ex 470 Hibbert (Horne & H) v Symonds (A Wells) 

Q B 471 Bailey (L Goldberg) v Doulton & Co (G W Barnard) 

Q B 472 Button (Davidson & Co) v O’Neill (In Person) 

Ex 473 Goodman (J § Lickoris ) v Read (Smith, F & Co) 

CP 474 Spens (Freshfields & W) v Browa (W Bristow) 

CP 475 Moore & anr (G Lockyer) v Hammer Ay R Smith) 

QB 476 Dreyfus, Freres & Cie ey te G & Co) v Watts 
Milburn & Co (Torr & Co) SJ 

CP 477 Westenholz Bros (Mercer & M) v Aste, Son & Ker- 
chevall (Plews, I & H) 

Ex 478 Watson (C D Wst:on) v Thompson (E W -_~ 

CP 479 = & Sons (H Gething) vy Johnson (G Mayor 


ke) 
CP 480 eae (J I Solomon) v Van Weerden (L Goldberg) 
QB 481 ——— & ‘” (Ingledew, I & G) v Hollingham (G 
ompson 
CP 482 Ross (Lawrance, P & B) v Grant (E Norton) 
C P 483 The Sheldon Bar Iron Co (Same) v Bridge & Roofing 
Co, limd (Flux & L) 
Ex 484 Moral hites, R & Co) v Fry & Co (H H Beck- 


CP 485 sachan n (Redpath & H) v Delcoomyn (Hollams, Son 
Ex 486 <<" ao (W W Wynne) v Baldwin & arr (Keene 


Ex 487 Ne we (T M Green) v Pinfold wae & 8S) 

Q B 488 Bulloch & Co (Hollams, Son & C) v Corrie & Co 
(Frere & Co) SJ 

Q B 489 Lidgett & Sons (Same) v Wallace Bros (Johnson, U 
& Co 


CP 490 ee) & ors (Freshfields & W) v Hamilton (J W 
Ex 491 Bellingham & ed (Lewis, M & L) v McDougall & anr 


‘arey 

C P 492 Hinds & ors (I M Edwards) v Cook (W H Dorman) 

Q B 493 Herbert (J M Barnard) v The London & St. Katha- 
rine Docks Co (W M Hacon) SJ 

CP 494 — & enr (T- Beard & Son) v Pullinger (R 


ip 
QB 495 Dyer rs anr (Simpson & UC) v Cooper (Jno Finch) SJ 
QB 496 Beit & Co (Pritchard & Sons) v Ramskill ({n Person) 
Ex 497 Reed (Chester, U & Co) v Greaves (Pritchard & E) 

Q B 498 Huradize (C F C Lawes) v Walter (Lewis & Lewis) 


QB 499 Clippingdale & anr (C O Humphries & Son) v Escombe 
& ors (Hollams, Son & C; Gellatly & Co; Parker & 
Clarke) SJ 

Q B 500 Sprigens (T W Rogers) v Tilly (H A Philby) 

Ex 601 Richard ( H Miller) v Moore (Whites, R & Co 

CP 602 Lynch (J E Smith) v Smith & ors (Minet, Smith & 
Cc 


° 
QB 603 Msn (Halas sa & C) v Gilbert, Perham, Hill 
SO 

QB 504 Oake (Same) v Honck & anr (Crook &S;JAKHE 
Farnfield) 

Ex 505 Steel Ae ayig L) v Thames \\ harf Co, limd 
(West, K, A& 

Ex 506 Hanbury (T W Starkey) v Hanbury (Lumley & L) 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Dec, 21, 1877. 
RAILWAY STOCE. 

















Railways. Paid.| Closing Price 
‘Bristol and Exeter . eons | 100 = 
sicok Cal . 100 1195 
sioct Glasgow and South- Western .-ccoccccccccre eve) 100 108 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock  secsessseveessees | 100 433 
Stock Great Northern ..cccerevee aeeeene vvnnereernensecess 100 hé 
Stock! Do., A Stock*.. +! 100 1123 





Stock|Great Southern and W "estern. ry ‘Freland” 
Stock, iGreat Western—Original.,.. 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire 































Stock) London, Brighton, and South Co 100 1:6 
Stock! London, Chatham, and Dover... ven, 100 208 
Stock! London and North- Western rorerreerserversenes 100 Vs 
Stock| London and South Western.......0 arrersesereres] 808 130 
Stock| Manchester, ShoMeld, and Lincoln vce 100 80k 
Stock | Metropolitan 100 se 
Stock} Do,, District nn 100 5a 
Btook wal . 100 125 
Stook|North British we aveetubvennevenecenny RO ss 
Stock! North Eastern... 100 zh 
| Btook| North London... | 100 45 
Stock) North pemeanine cura semniieunanntniniansaael Mane 6 
Stock)South Deron “| 100 66 
Stock!South-Eastern .. ie 








e “A receives no » aividend. fone 6 per cent, ent, has Dea paid to B 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


$ per Cent. Consols, 94§ x d Annuities, April, °85, 9§ 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 4,94} | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 94} Ex Bills ,£1000, 24 perCt. 2 par 
New 3 per Cent., 94 Ditto, £500, Do, 2 par. 

33 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £26¢, 2 par. 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. °94 Bank 

Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. '’78 Ct, (last half-year), 256 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 Ditte for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent.,July, ’80,1034; Enf.Pr.5§ perCnt., May, 89 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88, 102} April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 81 | Do. Bonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Enf.Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
ATEInson—Dec. 14, at De Grey-terrace, Leeds, the wife of E. 
Tindal Atkinson, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Braprorp—Dee. 14, at Chiswick, the wife of Milton Bradford, 
eolicitor, of a son. 
WatirotH—Dec. 19, at Sunbury-on-Thames, the wife of 
F. A. Wallroth, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. 
PviteEN—Mclver—Dec. 15,at Kurrachee, Scinde, India, Joseph 
William Pullen, M.A., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Sarab, daughter of Daniel McIver, of Kurrachee. 
DEATGS. 


Datton—Dec. 6, at 25, Fenwick-road, Peckham, James Carter 
Dalton, solicitor, of St. Clement’s House, Clement’s lane, E.C., 


aged 65. 
Lzewis—Dec. 16, at Woodford, Mr. Hugh Lewis, of 24, Basing- 
hall-street, London, solicitor. 
SuHILtToN—Dec. 12, at Sneinton House, Notts, S. R. P. Shilton, 
solicitor, Nottingham and Southwell, aged 63. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, Dec. 14, 1877. 
Liurrep ts CaAancery. 
Baliycummirk Copper Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are re- 
quired on or before Jan 10, to send their names and addresse*, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to John Henry Rochester 
Breckels, Gui/dball chambers, Basinghal! st. Thursday, Jan 24, at 
me is appointed for hearing dnd adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 
Daily Express Newspaper Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 11, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims to William Sharp, Gresham ast, 
Friday, Jan 25, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims 


Japanese Curtains and Patent F«bric Company, Limited.—Creditors 
are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their names and addresees, 
and the particulars of the debts or claims, to John Earle Hodges, 
Abchurch lane, Tuesday, Jan 29, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Liverton Ironstone Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has by an order 
dated Nov 9, appcinted Henry Brown, Westminster chambers, 
Victoria st, to be the liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 10, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of the debte or claims to the above. Thursday, Jan 31, at 12, is 
sppointed for hearing and sdjadicating upon the debts and claims 

Russia Company, Limited. —Petition for winding up, ted 
Dec 11, directed to be heard befors the M.R. on Jan 12, Laxe and 
Co, New tq, Lincoin’s inn, solicitors for the petitioner 


Toxepay, Dec. 18, 1877. 
Liuirep 1s Caancery. 
Crumlin Viaduct Works Company , Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 14, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Jen 12, 
] ce and Co, Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the petitioners 
Samad oe 5 hes shetes the Se ts dy pho 
, dir e heard before on Jan 12. Bea) 
Victor ia st, sclicitr for the petitioner s 
Live Stock Insurance Ci mpany of Great Britain, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented Dee 17, directed to bo heard before the 
MR. on Jan 14, Sharpe and Co, Bedford row, agente for Stanley, 


ich, for the p 
London Egg and Poultry Supply Association, Limited.—By an order 
taade by VC. Malina, tated Dee 7, Mt wae ordered thet’ tha above 
company be wound up. Ashwin, Garden court, Temple, solicitor 
Ph aed 4 oon hire Mineral Wat Limited. 
ire ater Compusy, — 
Creditors are req pm or before Jan 15, to send thelr names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to William 











of England Stock. — per 


——a 
County PaLative or LANCASTER. 

Withington and Didsbury Skating Rink and Winter Gardens 0: 
Limited.—By an order made by the V.C., dated Dec 6, it was 
that the abeve company be wound up. Dodge and Phipps, 
pool, solicitors for petitioners 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 

Iron Manufacturers’ Friendly Society, Griffin inn, Blaiaa, Moamonth, 

Dec 11 


ul 
Te 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last mer Proof. 
Fripay, . 14, 1977. 
Field, William, sen, Oxford st, Veterinary Surgeon. 
v Cook, V.C. Hall. Baylis, Church court chambers, Old Jewry 
Gardner, Robert Ogilvie, Lee, Kent, a Lieut Col H.M’s Indian Army, 
Dec 31. Mein v Gardner, V.C. Malins. Jenkins, God'iman ¢, 
Doctor’s commons 
Jones, Mary Ann, Preston, Lancashire. Jan 12. Hume v Lioyi, 
V.C. Hall. Ridsdale and Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Kitto, Richard Middleton, Red-uth, Cornwal!, Mining Agent, March 
4. Kitto v Luke, V.C. Malins, Downing, Redruth 
Stephens, William, Weobley, Hereford. Jan 21. Hill v Stephens, 
V.C. Hall. Corner, Hereford i : 
Tyson, John, Biggar, Lancashire, Farmer. Jan 15, Robinson v Tyson, 
V.O. Malins. Butler, Dulton-in-Furness 
Creditors under 22 & 238 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuespayr, Dec. 11, 1877. 
Abraham, Michae’, Camborne, Corawall, Hotel Proprietor. Jan Ul, 
Danie 1, Camborne 
Ashburner, Thomas, Newbarne, Lancashire, Yeoman, Janll, Wooi- 
burne and Poole, Ulverston 
Barnes, Thomas, Petersfield, Hants, Saddler. Feb 2. Albery anj 
Feb 14. Buck and Dick. 


Jan 10. Young 


Lucas, Midhurst , Sussex 

Bates, William, Lytham, Lancashire, Gent. 

sons, Preston 

Broadbent, James Barritt, Bloomsbury, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Man. 

chester, Brewer. Feb 8, Crowther, Manchester 

Burrard, Sir Harry, Mount Yarmouth, Isle of Wight, Bart. Jan 10, 

Dimond and Son, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 

Burrard, Dame Mary Standly, Mount Yarmouth, Isle of Wight, 
Jan 10. Dimond and Son, Henrietta st, Cavendish sp 

Church, Edmund Boyle, Bank, Highgate, Esq. Feb2. Prior and Co, 

Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cluett, John, Bristol, Builder, Feb 7, Hunt and Co, Bristol 

Coleclough, Joseph, Hollins, Steffud, Farmer. Jan 31. Mayer, 

J 


Burs'em 
Combe, Harvey Terrick, Henfield, Sussex, Lieut Col East India 


Retired List. Jan 16. Coppard and Co, Henfield 
Cooper, Emily Higham, Stoke Newingcon green. Jan 10, Webb, 
Austin Friars 
om. Janes, Stoke Newington green, Gent. Jan 10. Webb, Austin 
riars 
Dean, William, Newton Poppleford, Devon. Jar. 3, Friend, Exeter 
Harper, Thomas, Darlaston, Stafford, Bolt Maker. Dec 24, 


Birmingham 


Hillyer, Charles, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Woolstapler. Dee %, 
Brennand, Blandford 

Inwood, Daniel, Binsted, Hants, Gent. Jan 18. Soames, Petersfield 

Ives, Roger, Skipton, York, Beerhouse keeper. Duc 26. obinson, 


Skipton 
Jeffery, Ann, Lupus st, Pimlico, Jan 19, Richards, Warwick st, 


nt st 
Kershaw, Frederick, Sheffleld, Builder. Jan 9. Younge and Co, 
Sheffield 


Knowles, ory: Woodf rd, Essex, Esq. Jan23. Tanqueray and Co, 


New Broad st 

Lees, John, Middleton, Warwick, Farmer. Jan 15. Beale and Co, 
Birmingham 

Lyon, John Bainbridge, Canning place, Hyde park, Stockbroker, 
Jan 25. Thcemson and Co, Rood lane 


sr (and not Manrigy), David, Albion st, Hyde park. Feb 1. Lane 

and Andrews, Essex st, Strand 

McAlister, Mary, Hereford. Feb!. Humfrys, Hereford 

Norton, Hon Isabelia, Chertsey, Surrey. Jan16. Longbournoe, Lin 
coln’s inn fields 

estow, Maria, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq. Jan 1. 


Humpb 
King’s Bench walk — 


Popkin, Eliza, Camden rd. Feb7. Chaster, Newington butts 
Reynell, Frederick Walcot, York rd, Lambeth, Esq. Jan 21, Olark, 
lewcastle #t, Strand 
Rhodes, Alice, Milton-next-Graveseid, Kent, Dec 31. Bell and 
Freame, Gillingham 
Robinson, I-abelia, Newbarns, Lancasiire. Jan1l!, Woodburne and 
Pocle, Uiverston 
Jan 11, Woodburne and 


Jane, Newbaros, Lancashire. 
tirerston 


, Ulv 
Frances, York terrace, Regent’s park. Jan 1, Farrer and Co, 
Lincoln's inn fields : 4 
Jan 10, Tyror and 


a, _— Blinkhorn, Liverpool, Blacksmith. 

0, 

Tayler, James, Point, Portsea, Barge Owner. Feb. Walker, Land~ 

Vallance, Elizabeth, Ringmer, Sussex, Jan 1, Grover and Humphreys, 
King’s Bench walk, Temple 

Walker, Charles, Wotton, Gloucester, Esq. Jan 26. . Sheppard, 


Walmesley, John, Halwell, Devon, Esq. Jan}. Part and Co, Wigan 
Walmesiey William Gerard, Wigan, Lancashire, Bsq, Jan l. Part 


Ward, any algleish, Wimpole st, Cavendivh sq. Jan 17. Tamplia 
and Co, Fenchureh st 
» John, Preston, Lancashire, Ironmonger, Feb 1, Cattley, 





KAmonds, 04 Jewry. Tnesday, Jan 99, st 11, is appointed for hear 
ing and adjadica ting upon the debts and claims ene 


we, Witliam Henry, Piisloy, Derby, Farmer. Feb, Outts and 
’ 


hester field 
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Peake and — Slea' 
Bristow, Foreat Hill, Kent. Jan 15. Curtis, Old Jewry 
chambers, Sareid Joury 


Cook, John Thomas, on, ender, Stafford, 'Gun Maker. Jan 1, 
Doke, Birmingham 

Coxhesd, William, Brighton, Manager India Rubber Company. Jan 
$1. Pulbrook, Threadneedle st 

Callen, William, Great Yarmouth, Surgeon Major H, M’s Service. 
Feb 15. Chamberlain, Basinghall st 

Daw, Henry, Carlton terrace, Paddington, Gent. Feb1. Janson and 

Co, Finsbury circus 

a ay Hannah Maria, Leamington Priors, Warwick. Jan 31. Fisld 
and Sons, Leamington Priors 

Fivins, Henry, Warwick, Auctioneer. March 1. Heath, Warwick 

Firman, James, Gloucester rd, ee park, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan 31. Layton and Co, Budge 

Harrison, Joseph, Warkworth, Northumberland, Colliery Owner. 
31, Allan and Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Harry, ed Beaworthy, Devon, Yeoman, Jan15. Fulford, Oke- 


hampt 
Jan 11. Walters and Co, 


alae, Grace, Eynsham, Oxford. 
New eq, Lincoln’s inn 

, Richard, Bootle, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. 

Lawrence and Co, Liverpool 





Jan 


Jan. i, Howard, Hon Mary, Ashtead park, Surrey. March 8. Coe, Hart st 
Ingleby, John, Knaresbrough, York, Grocer. Feb 13. Hirst and 
L. Wood. pes, Harrogate 
Ives, Farah Ann, Skipton, York. Dec 26, Robinson, Skipton 
bery ana Maeminn, John Maxwell, a rd, Homerton, Esq. Jan 10. Norris 
and Norris, Bedford ro 
nd Dick. Moor, Henry, Brighton. Se 15. Campbell and-Co, Warwick st, 
Regent st 
Kk, Man. Popkin, Eliza, Camden rd, Feb 7. Chester, Newington butts 
Parvir, Sophia, Dunton = yp Kent. Jan 10. Marchant and Purvis, 
Jan 10, George yard, Lombird 
Sau), John Pearson, Seay Cheshire, Provision Merchant. Jan 15, 
Wight, Laces and Co, Liverpool 
and te al Joseph Pierce, Newbury, Berks, Gent. Jan 15. Lucas, New- 
, 
Slade, Richard, Bristol, Painter. Feb 1. Bedell, Bristol 
— Edward, Ledbury rd, Bayswater, Butler. Jan 20. Randall 
Mayer, and Son, ‘Tokenhouse yard 
Whincup, Charles Todd, Greenhammerton, York, Farmer. March !. 
| India Kirby and Son, Knaresbrough 
Webb, Turspay, Dec. 18, 1877. 
Austis fie Michael, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Gent. Jan 21. Walker, 
coter Bal!, William, Cramlington, Berqnteaea. Feb 1. Allan and 
Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyn 
Tacke, Benskin, Joseph, i Hertford, Brewer, Jan 81. Talbot and 
¢% Tasker, Bedford ro’ 
“ Berwick, John Stringer, oe Sutton, Cheshire, Geat, Jan 30, 
eld Foster and Son, Liverpoo! 
nok Bradbury, Ellen, Pte) wall Surrey, Feb10. Drew, Chancery lane 
, ees ies = ate sen, Bishop Auckland, Gent. Febi. Froud, 
op Auckla 
K tt, Brisley, William, _ a Hill, Maidstone, Farmer. Feb 14. Copland, 
88 
| Co, Buchnall, Jane Hill, Bristol, Upholsteress. Feb 14. Plummer, Bristol 
Co Cartlidge, Theophilus, Hanley, Stafford, Nurseryman, Jan 20, 
ain Mari Li 1, F 
» Maria, Liverpoel. Jan 30, Foster and Son, Liverpool 
Co, Cooper, _— adage. York, Farmer. Febt. Scott, Leeds 
- Down, | ileox, sen, Glastonbury, Somerset, Gent. Feb 1, 
g Holman and Bath, Glastonbury 
ia Dacker, Martha, Donington, Lincoln, Feb 12, Fisher, Doncaster 
Fleay, John Goss, B' ‘ackheath, Kent. Jan 25. Bristow, Greenwich 
hehe, al Partington, Cheshire. Jan 26. Davies and Brook, 
arrin 
ine nae, Richard Reopen Great Brick Hill, Buckingham, Esq. Fed 
. "Garnett and Oo, Li ped og 
" ain, — = Henry, North Shields, Merchant, Jan 31. Adamson, 
— Koes, Pasbeiiige Wells, Kent. Jan22. Tanqueray and Co, 


4 — John, Neath, Glamorgan, Gent. Dec 31. Turberville, Pontar- 
Havel, Mary Ann, Great Lever, Lancashire. Jan 14, Rushton and 
Bolton-le-Moors 
xvity, John, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Feb 1, Dunning and Kay, 
mae, Mee, 01 Cliveley Bank, Lancashire, Jan 31. Rushton and Co, 
Martin, James, New Cross rd, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Jan 9. 
Fisher, Essex st, Strand 
Martin, Dene rm Devon, Yeoman, Feb!. Smith and 
Loudon, subetia Gloucester terrace, Hyde-park. Jan 31, Dawes and 
“er gel court, Throgmorton st 
’ wt Jon, Clairville, Surrey, Esq. Feb 1, Burgoynes and Co, 
Patho, 9 James East Dereham, Gent, March 1, Cooper and Norgate, 
Par, Francen Rachel Mar ianne, Montpelier eq, Brompton. Feb 21. 


Phelps, Mary, Salisbury, Wilts, Jan 21. Wilson and Co, Salieb 
Piegot, Ad als, we, Maldon, Essex, Merchant. Feb 1 Demeld and 


ty, 
Rimmer Themes W Whiston, Lancashire, Farmer. Jaals, Banke and 
Badler, Adam, Ayogarth, York, Yooman. Fob. Chapman, Leyburn 
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Farbar, Dec. 14, 1877, Scott, James, Silloth, Cumberland, Gent. Feb 1. Cartmell, Carlisle 
Aylett, John, Craven terrace, Upper Holloway, Gent. Jan 21. = Thomas, York villas, Lower Clapten. Jan20. Bolton, Clare- 
Geare and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields nt sq 
Battarbee, Bo — Cheshire, Wine Merchant. Jan 8, Vaughan, 3 Joseph, Coatham, York, Gent. Feb 1. Froud, Bishop 
W ure! ‘op 
any Schn Hopkinson, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Esq, M.D. March 1. vem Sarah, Wilton park, Darham. Feb1. Froud, Bishop Auck- 


Warner, Frederick, Writtle, Essex, Farmer. Feb 1, Duffield and 
Bruty, Chelmsford 

Watkins, Mary Ann, Upper Gloucester place, Dorset sq. Feb 1. 
Walker and Co, King’s rd, lanate’ ian 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Dec, 14, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
een, a John, Mer game st within, Tobacconist. Pet Dec 12. Spring- 
e 5 at 
Holmes, Jon, Long lane, Bermondsey, Cheesemonger. Pet Dec 15. 
Hazlitt. Jan 9 atll 
To Surrender in the Coun 
Bowyer, George Henry, Bristol, Stock Broker. 
bristol, Dec 31 at 2 
Garnett, Oddie, Coppull, Sanaanhien, Cattle Daaler. Pet Dec 10. 
Holden. Bolton, Dee 31 at 11 
Maclachlan, Andrew Lothian, cy ap Draper. Pet Dec 
10. Mortimer. Newcastle, Dee 27 at 12 
Moore, John, Alburgh, Norfolk, Bcicklayer. Pet Dec 12, Grimey. 
Ipswich, Dec 28 at 12 
Pyrke, Sydney Herbert, ane, Kent, Clothier. Pet Dee 12, 
Northumberland, Lodging Hcuse 


Rowland. Croydon, Dec 28 at 
Woodman, Elizabeth, nha bee 

Mortimer. Newcastla, Dec 27 at 2.30 
TosEspDay, Dec. 18, 1877, 


Keezer. Pet Dec il. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Brown, John, Cannon st, Merchant. Pet Dec 14. Hazlitt. Jan 9 at 
Carey, Edward, James if , ene garden, Fruit Merchant. Pet Dec 
13, Pepys. Jan 9 at 


Jones, Walter Edward, , See Town, Essex, Boot Manufacturer. 
Pet Dec 14. Keeng. Jan 11 at 12.30 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Ainge, Hannah, Warwick, Lodging House Keepe*. Pet Dee 15. 
Campbell. Warwick, Deo 29 at 3 

Gibson, Thomas Barker, ard William Alexander Mattheson, jun, 
Liverpool, Extractors of Wool from Rags. Pet Dec 17. Bellringer. 
Liverpool, Dec 3! at 11 

Ingham, George, Huddersfield, Tea Merchant. Pet Dee ll. Jones. 
Huddersfield, Jan 7 at 11 

Tayior, Richard, jan, Moulton, Suffolk, Coal Merchant. Pet Dec 15. 
Eaden. Cambridge, Dec 28 at 1 

Upton, Thomas, Calverley, York, Stone Merchant. Pet Dec 14. 
Robinson. Bradford, Jan 8 at 9 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fruway, Dec. 14, 1877. 
Elliott, John, Chipping Wycombe, Buckingham, Baker. 
Howard, George, Brighton, Builder. Dec 7 


Liquidations by Arrangemen' 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Dec. 14, 1877. 

Aitken, Hugh, Manchest-r, Buteher. Dee 27 at 3 at offices of McEwan, 
Lloyd st, Manchester 

Anderson, Frederick, and Joseph “~ Cloak lane, Genera! Merchants. 
Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbary 

Assinder, William, Wroxall, Warwick, Cowman. Jan 3 at 12 at offices 
of = and Garland, Argyle chambers, Colmore row, Birming- 
bam atcliff 

Awhbery, David, Anerley, we Grocer. Jan 2 at 3 at the Guildhall 
Coffee House, Gresham st. = , Chancery Jane 

Bailey, George, Bristol, Builder. 27 at 2 at offices of Beckingham, 
Albion chambers, Broad st, Bris 

Bailey, John, Hambleton, Ru: ‘land, Farmer. Dee 28 at 11 at offices 

cf Law, St Mary’s pl: ce, Stamford 

Bailey, John William, Burton-upon-Trent, Tobacconist. Jan 1 at 3 at 
offices of Bass and Jenni-gs, Bridge st, Burton-upon-Trent 

Barrett, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Tro mmonger. Dec 28 at ll at 
the Commercial Hotel, Strand, Barrow-ia-Furness. Taylor, Barrow- 
in-Furness 

Boughton, Ivan, Bury St Edman’, Carpenter, Jan 4 at 12 at the 


Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds, Salmon and Son, Bury St Edmunds 
Bowditch, Michael, Bristol, Cooper, Deo 28 at Il at offices of Sidly, 
Newton and Co, Ea tford 
Brown, Sarah Ann, Bristol, Hay Dealer. 
Deo 28 at 2 at offices 
of Beckingham, Alvion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
7 Thomas Edward, Gloucester, Fish Cucer, Dec 27 at 1 at officss 
11 at offices of Beoke, Derngate, Ponty oe 
Bree, John, Yitradyfodwg, Glamorgan, out of business, Dec 27 at 
f Cole, Salisbury at, Strand 
cole, Richerd John, Dalston lave, Dalston, Todaccoaist, Dee 38 at 2 


Pet Dee 18. Harley. 


Dec 8 


Exchange west, Bristol 

Brisbane, William, ace Draper. Des 31 at 10.15 at offices of 
Dee 27 ab 11 at offices of 

Sibly, Exchange west, 
Bryant, Henry Albert, Bristo!, out of business. 
Chinery and Aldridge, Fenchureh st 
Butt, George, Stoke Goldington, Buckingham, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 
1 at offices of Jones, Philharmonic ~ me Tong St Mary at, Cardiff 
chaniter, George, Beaufort at, Chelsea, Baker. De2 Be at 12 at offices 


at offices of a s inn 
» William, Ot —_ Ootton * Deo 26 at 3 at offices of 
Clegg at, Oldham 
ames, Oaiverley, York, Builler, Dao $1 at 3.30 at offess of 
, Kirkgate, Bra 
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Darlington, John, Heaviley, Stockport, Joinér. Dec 27 at 3 at offices 
of Coppock and Co, Vernon st, Stockport 

Dees, John Arthur, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Clerk. Dec 28 at 12 at 
offices of Ma‘her and Co, Bank chambers, Mos'ey st, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne : 

Dendel. William, Swansea, out of business, Dec 28 at 11 at offices of 
Hartland and Co. Rutland st, Swansea 

Dixon, George, Fsulden rd, Stoke Newington, Hairologist. Dec 28 
at 3 at cflices of Ciark, Abchurch lane 

D'xon, Joseph, B-adford, Grocer. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Wood and 
Killack, Commerc’al Bank buildings, Bradford 

Downes, Samuel, Macclesfield, Grocer. Jan 2 at 2 at the Waterloo 
Hote!, Piccadilly, Manchest:r. Chew ard Sons, Manchester 

Edwards, Richard Williams, Cheltenham, Stationer. Dec 27 at 8 at 
offices of Stroud, Clarence parate, Cheltenham 

Elimer, Emmanuel, Siltburn, Yok, Builder. De: 20 at 11 at offices 
cf Addenbrooxe, Zetland rd, Middlesborouch 

Evans, Hen-y, Leominster, Gardener. Dec 27 at 3 at offices of Moore, 
Corn sq, Leominster 

Fiedler, Edward, Milk st, Commissior Agent. Jan1 at 3 at offices of 
Woolf and Crump, Queen st, Cannon st 

Fisher, Edwin John, Leadenhall st, Stationer. Jan 7 at 3 at offices of 

ird, Eastcheap 

Ford, John, Morice Town, Devonport, Retired Warrant Officer in the 
Royal Navy. Dec 27 at J2 at offices of Beer and Rundle, Ker st, 
Devonport 

For, Ge'rge, Felbrouchton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 28 
at 1] at the Talbot Hot 1, Stourbridge. Collis, Stourbridge 

Gardiner, Jowph, Bradford, Genersl Dea'er. Dec 29 at 10.30 at the 
Hen and Chickens Hote), New st, Birmingham. Singleton, Brad- 
‘ord 

Gillatt, Robert, B'rkeahead, Grocer. Dec3l at 3 at offices of Sebright 
and Co. Hami ton st, Birkenhead 

Gileton, David, Workington, Tai'or. Dec 28 at 11 at cflices of White- 
lock, Bridge st, Workington 

Goble, Thomas, and John Gob'e, Brighton, Coai Dealers. Jan 4 at 3 
at offices of Mills, New rd, Brighton 

Godbo't, John James, Stockwel', Surrey, no occupation. Dec 21 at 3 
at offices of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 

Gough, Horatio, Barrow-in-Furness, General Dealer. Dec 28 at 12 at 
the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Thompson, Barrow-in-Fur- 


ness 
Gourley, John, Cheadle, Halme, nr Stockport, Joiner. Doc 28 at $ at 
offices of Coppock and Co, Vernon st, Stockport 
Grime, Robert, Belton, Alhambra Quilt Manufactarer. D2c 27 at 3 at 
the Albion Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Rutter, Bolton 
Haigh, John James, Midd'eton, Lancsshire, Licensed Victualler. Dec 
28 od 3 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral steps, Manchester. Ciark, 
Oldham 
Hampan, James, Stretford, Lancashire, Game Dealer. Jan 4 at 3 at 
oftices of Farrington, Mosley st, Manchester 
Harris, Jar es, Birmingham, Fruit Salesman. Dec 27 at 1 at offices of 
Smith, Temple st, Birmingham 
Harrow, William, Rotherhithe, Warehouse Keeper. Dec 24 at 3 at 
the St. Helena Inn, Rotherhithe 
Hart;Stephen, Poplar, Licensed Victualler. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of 
Fenton, Worship st, Finsbury 
Haynes, Thomas, Birmingham, out of business. Dec 28 at 2 at offices 
of Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 
Brynmawr, Brecon, Shoe Factor. Dec 26 at 12 at the 
Great Western Hotel, Abergavenny. Browne, Abergavenny 
Hill, Abraham, Manningham, York, Blue and Gray Slater. Dec 31 at 
2.30 at offices of Rennol!s, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Hill. Joseph, Wetley Rocks, Stefford, Farmer. Dec 31 at 11 at offices 
of Paddock and Sons, Old Hall st, Hanley 
Hont, William Marshali, Exeter, Builder. Dec 27 at 11 at the Bude 
Haven Hotel, St. Sidwell’s, Exeter. Luke 
Inghsm, George, Doncaster, Grocer. Dec 28 at 11 at cffices of Shirley 
and Co, St. George Gate, Doncaster. Burdekin and Co 
Jones, Charles, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Whitesmith. Dec 28 at 2 at 
= of Mew and Hooper, High st, Shanklin. Hooper, Castlehold, 
Jones, Isaac, Landore, nr Swansea, Ironmonger. Dec 29 at 1 at offices 
of Tribe and Co, Bristol. Tennant and Jones, Aberavon 
Jones, Richard, Brynaman, , Grocer. Dec 28 at ll at the 
Mackworth Arms Hotel, Swanses. Bishop, L'andilo 
Jones, Samuel, Manchester, Fishmonger. Dec 26at2 at the Falstaff 
Hote!, Market place, Manchester. Harris, Manchester 
Jcnes, Weaties, Rushall, Stafford, Boot Dealer. Jan3 at 1.30 at the 
a Hotel, New st, Birmingham, Wilkinson and Gillespie, 
Ladd, William, Southwold, Soffolk, Bost Builder, Dec 31 at 2 at the 
Swan Hotel, Southwe'd. Allen, Halesworth 
Lees, Joho, Manches’er, Tailor, Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Chew and Sons, 
Swan +t, Manchester 
Leonaté, Samve!, and James Henry Leonard, Birmingham, Oil Mer- 
chants. Dec 2% at 3 at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, Bir- 
tingham, Ryland and Co, Birmingham 
Lovett, frederick, Penar h, nr Carciff, Brewer. Dec 24 at 12 at offices 
of Tribe and Co, Cardiff. Stephers 
Martin, Dymoke, Leicester, Ale Merchant. Jan 2 at 2.20 at offices of 
Meh Wil lems Jomn’C 
i iata John © lyer. Deptford, ont of business. Dec 24 at 11 at 
offices of Galmoye ad Pi ® y lane 
Melntosh, Jessie, Great Marlow, Bucks, Innkeeper. Dec 29 at 8 at 
has of Rawson, High et, Great Mariow 
Moore, EAwatd Werdle, Ryton, Durham, Miller, Dee 97 at 2 at offices 
of Sewell, Grey #, Newcastie-upor-Tyne 
Maller, Ferdinand eae, Merchant. Dec 27 at 2 at offices of 


Wa #, Birmingham 
ney PP epee wh = ‘eae apr, Boiton, Builders. Dee 26 
ow ‘lton 
Beetham, Lake, and Thom: f 
Merchants, Des 77 at 11 at offices of Parr, Comore row, ming- 


Bew, Thome, Baydon, Wilts, Grocer. Dee 29 a4 12 at the White 1 
y ewbary, Lucas, owbury 7 tae 


Hae, Bi 





. Chancery lane 
Olde, Mark, Boscastle, Cornwall, Saddler. Dec 27 at 12 at the Tow 
Ha!l, Comelford. Male and Creber, Camelford 
Pascoe, James, Penzance, Boot Maker, Dec 23 at 11 at officasot Borlasy 
and Co, Clarence st, Penzance 
Pickles, Allen, Meltham, York, out of bu-iness, Dec 24 at2 Ab Offices 
of Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 
Potter, Charles Kay, Uldham, Hat Dealer. Dec 28 at 3 at officasg 
Whitaker, St Peter st, Oldham 
Purkis, Charles Albert, Sturmer, Essex, Maltster. Dec 28 at 10,39 4 
the Bell Hotel, Haverhill, Suffulk. Wayman, Cambridgo 
Pyrah, Anthony, Wibsey, York, Paper Maker. Jan 2 at 11 at offic 
of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, Bradford 
Raffe, Jubal, S:owmarket, Suffolk, Wine Merchant. Jan 9 at 12 at the 
Fex Hotel, Stowmarket 2 
Rees, Herbert Yoden, Pentre, Glamorgan, Grocar. Doc 28 atl a 
oftices of Collins, jun, Broad st, Bristol. James, Merthyr Tydfil 
Rogers, William Walter, Wood st, Warehouseman. Dec 28 at 12y 
the Gui'dhall Tavern, Gresham st. Carr and Co, Basinghall st 
Rossiter, James, Treherbert. Glamorgan, Grocar. Doc 27 at lag 
cffices of Kempthorne and Son, D; ffryn chambers, Neath 
Ruston, John, Old Malton, York, Innkeeper. Dec 31 at 11 at offices of 
Simson, Malton 
Saxby, William, and Stephen Saxbr, Battle, Sussex, Farmers. Deg 
24 at 12 at the Havelock Hotel, Hastings. Langham, Hasting; 
Seddon, Henry, Adlington, Lancashire, Auctioneer. D2c 27 at Il gt 
offices of Morris, Town Hall chambers, Chorley 
Scott, William, Queen Victoria st, Paper Agent. Jan 3 at 3 at offic 
of Mcntagu, Bucklersbury 
Sheep, William, Lower Gornal, Stafford, Coal Merchant. Jan 4at}) 
at 87, High st, Brierley bill. Homer, Brierley hill 
Silver, Morris, Old Kent rd, Tailor. Dec 24 at 3 at offices of Barnelt, 
Palmerston buildings, Old Broad st 
Slack. John, Wiliiam Upton Dewey, and John Sykes, Nottingham, 
Builders, Jan 4 at 12 at offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 
Steel, Thomas, Bradford, Grease Manufacturer. Dec 23 at 11 at offices 
of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
Strachan, William Arthur, Stamford rd, Kingsland, Tea Dealer. Dey 
21 at 2 at offices of Vale and Co, Hill’s place, Oxford st. Harrison 
Symes, Thomas (and not Lymes, as erron2ously printed ia last 
Beaminster, Dorset, Yeoman, Dec 21 at 11 at the King’s Arms 
Hotel, Dorchester. Loggin ard Nantes, Bridport 
Tanner, Joseph, Torquay, Boot Dealer, Dec 31 at 11 at the Bade 
Haven Hotel, Sidwell st, Exeter. Creed, Newton Abbot 
Tarrant, Alfred, Ixworth, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. Dec 31 at | at offices 
of Grose, Bury St Edmunds. Emerson, Norwich 
Thomas, David, Pon'‘ardulais, Glamorgao, Butchsr. Dec 21 at3 at 
offices of Williams, Abbey terrace, Llandilo 
Thompson, Ralph, Whitley, Northumberland, no occupation. Dec® 
at 11 at offices of Whitehorn, Saville st, North Shields 
Thorn'ey, Thomas, Southport, Grocer, Dec 27 at 3 at offices of Day 
son, Wood st, Bolton 
Thornsburgh, James, Birkenhead, Boot Dealer. Jan 4 at 2 at officesol 
Forrest, Fenwick st, Liverpost 
Tomlinson, George, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Bailder, Dee3t 
at 12 at offices of Parsons, Eldon chambers, Wheelergate, Notting- 
ham 
Tonge, William, Moss Side, Manchester, out of business. Jan 4 at3 at 
offices of Smith and Boyer, Brezennose st, Manchester 
Tourret, Ernest, Nottingham place, Marylebone, Private Hote] Keeper, 
Dec 21 at 2 at offices of Hewlett, Essex st, Strand 
Vines, George, Nottingham, Draper. Dec 28 at 3 a‘ offices of Bright, 
Town Club chambers, Wheelergate, Not:inghsam 
Wadham, John Thomas, Greycoat place, Westminster, Conf ctioner, 
Dec 28 at 2 at offices of Pettiver, Pancras lan», Queen Viccoria st 
Watling. George, Buttesland st, City rd, Coach Builder. Dec 28 at3 
at offices of Stephens, Martin’s lane, Cannon st 
Weaver, Malachi Frederick, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 27 at 3 at 
offices of Wright and Marshall, Town Hall chambers, New st, Bir- 
mingham 
Webster, Edmund, Polesworth, Warwick, Builder. Dao 31 at 3a 
offices of Neviil and Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 
White, George Jo-eph, Roade, Northampton, Farner. Dec 25 at Il at 
offices of Jeffery, Market sq, Northampton 
Whiteley, Henry, Sheffield, Grocer. Dec 27 at 11 at offics of Mellx, 
Bank st, Sheffie’ 
Wignall, Edwin Bassett, Birmingham, Mineral Water Manvfactard. 
Dec 28 at 2 at offices of Dale and Killby, Be snett’s hiil, Birmi 
Williams, George, Hand-worth Woodhouse, York, Cabinet le 
in 3 at 2 at offices of Greaves aud Allen, Old Haymarket, Sbet 


Woodward, Richard, North Wingfel!, Derby, Licensed Victualler. 

Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Cowdel', High st, Chesterfield 
TUBADAY, bec 18, 1877. 

Barclay, Minn’e, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Deo 31 at 2 at offices of Hanne 
and Pogh, Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Beach, James, Bristol, ont of business. Dec 29 at 12 at offices of 
Crifton, Broad #1, Bristol 

Bird, Joseph, Chel:enham, Tailor. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Winter- 
botham and On, Eesex place, Cheltenham 

Birkby, William Henry, rownroyd, York, Butcher. Jan 8 at 3 at 

offices of Moore, Alvion chambers, Husvlergate, Bradford 

Brand, Thomas Mouat, North Shields, Builder, Jan 4 at 3 at officesof 

Dale, King st, South Shields 

Brewer, Elizabeth, Wimb>rns Minster, Dorset, Grocer. Dec 29 at It 

at Laing’s Hotel, the Square, Wimborae Minster. Moore and Har- 

voy, Wimborne Minster 

Brickneil, John, Birmingham, Button Manufacturer. Dec 31 at 2 at 
offices of Buller and bickiey, Bennett's hi |, Birmingham 

Briggs, James, Mile nd rd, Harter, Jan 5 at 10,15 ato tices of Row- 





as Brown, Selly Onk, badhneap oaee } 


land, Globe rd, Mile End. Hicks, Globo rd 

Bryant, Alfred, St George's, Gloucester, ey Dealer, Doc 27 at 3at 

offices of Roper, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Chaney, Edward, Middlesborough, out of business. Doc £9 at Il ab 
offices of Thompson, Northbrook buildings, Middlesbrough 

Obristie, James, Crook, Durham, Draper, Jan 7 at 2.30 at the Queen's 

Hotel, Leeds. Hutchinson, Bishop Auckland 


—<—<—<—<——> 
Newman, James, Type st, Finsbury, Gless Merchant. Dec 91 at tat 
offices of 1 
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Cobbett, John Racster, Danby st, Peckham Rye, of no occupation: | Lowe, George, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of 
Jan lat 11 at offices of Chapman, Feochurch st ; - Pointon, Temple row west, Birmingham 
Coker, Frederic ide, Public Accountant. Dec 31 jat 3.30 at | Marchant, Thomas Howe, Chum'eigh, Devon, Innkeeper. Dec 26 at 


eric Cheapsi 
s of Cordwell and Scott, Moorgate st 
Connolly, Michael, Brette!l lane, Stafford, Oil Dealer. Dec 29 at 10.30 
at offices of Wall, Union chambers, Stourbridge 
“Cooper, John Caleb, Yalding, Kent, Farmer. Jan 2 at 11 at the Maid- 
stone rd Inn, Paddock Wood. Paimer, Tonbridge 
Cousen, Alfred, (Kirton-in-Lindsey, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 31 at 12 
at offices of Stephenson and Mountain, Bethlehem st, Great 


» Lincoln, Farmer, Dec 31 at 


Grimsby 
Gousen, Jonathan, Kirton-in-Li 
d ountain, Bethlehem st, Great 


1 at offices of Stephenson and 


Grimsby - 

Crook, “whe Fish Dealer. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Wilson, 
ing s' an 

Bods William Henry, Swithland, Leicester, Agricultural 


Labourer. Jan 1 at 12 at offices of Deane and Hands, Market place, 
Loughborough 

Dale, William, Watford, Hertford, Jeweller. Jan )0 at 3 at offices of 
Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Darlington, Thomas, Crewe, Grocer. Dec 28 at 2 at offices of Wa-- 
burton, Mill st, Crewe 

Davies, Edward, Eccles, Lancashire, Hackney Coach Proprietor. Jan 
$ at 3 at offices of Smith, King st, Manchester 

Davies, Job James, Ball’s Pond rd, Linen Draper. Dec 31 at3 at 
offices of Priestley and Co, Cheapside. Hunter and Downes, Cole- 


man st 
Delve, Edward, Bedminster, Bristol, Carpenter. Dec 28 at 12 at offices 
of Richards, Oorn st, Bristol. Bevan and Hanceck, Bristol 
De Tor: Antonio, Cardiff, Provision Merchant. Dec 31 at 11 at 
offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff. 
Dobson, Richard, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot Finisier. Dec 28 at 3 at 
offices of Hanson, Corn Exchange, Leeds. Billinton, Leeds 
Bawards, Edward Betham, Ixworth, Suffolk, Farmer, Jan 3 at 12 at 
the,Guildball, Bury St Edmund’s, Cross 
Elven, George William, Grange rd, Bermondsoy, Hatter. Dec 27 at3 
at offices of Parkes, Beaufort buildings, Strand 
Exton, James, and William Exton, Birmingham, Builders. Jan 1 at 
12 at offices of Smith, Ann st, Birmingham 
Fairweather, John, Little Smeaton, York, Farmer. Dee 29 at 11 at 
the King’s Arms Hotel, Northallerton. Jefferson, Northallerton 
, Frederick, Tunbridge Wells, Gasfitter. Dec 31 at 2 at ofices 
of Reader, Gray’s inn sq 
Fraser, Archibald Nesbit, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Foundry 
Agent. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of Chartres and Youll, Grainger st west, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Garratt, Thomas, Oldham, Provision Dealer. Jan 10 at 3 at offices of 
Whitaker, St Peter st, Oldham 
Gathercole, John, Small Heath, Birmingbam, out of business. Dec 
27 at 11 at offices of Ansell, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Gibbon, William, Willington, Durham, Tailor. Dec 31 at 2 at offices 
of Slader, Foro Bondgate, Bishop Auckland 
Gibson, Joseph, Guisborough, York, Miller. Jan Qat 1 at offices of 
Trevor, Town Hall, Guisborough 
Grant, Hobson, Bradford, Painter. Jan 3 at 4 at offices of Atkinson, 
Tyrrell st, Bradford 
Holes, Richard, Liverpool, Whealwrizht, Dec 29 at 12 at offices of 
Oarruther, Clayton sq, Live: 
Bancock, Frederick, Bristol, out of business. Dec 27 at 11 at offces 
of Price, Bridge st, Bristol 
Harding, Henry, Bath, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31 at 11 at offices of 
Bartrom, Northumberland buildings, Bath 
Hanis, John Marshall, Croydon, Hat Maker. Dec 27 at 11 at Rose 
Cottage, St John’s U eoe Croydon, Dennis, Croydon 
,» George, Old Radford, Nottingham, Baker. Dec 31 at 3 at 
offices of Bright, Town Club chambers, Wheelergate, Nottiogham 
Harvey,{ William, Old Swinford, Woreester, Boot Deaier. Dec 29 at 
11,30 at offices of Wall, Union chambers, Stourbridge 
Hatton, Richard Alexander, Nevill rd, Stoke Newington, Cheese- 
r. Jan 2 at 2 at offices of Poncione, jun, Raymond buildings, 


sion 

Hayes, Alfred Hutchinson, Barnsley, Provision Merchant. Jan 4at 2 
Radley’s Adelphi Hotel, Liverpoo!, ‘Tyas and Co, Barnsley 

Hill, Thomas, Leicester, Boot Maker. Jan 4 at U1 at offices of Shires, 


Market st, Leicester 

Hinsley, Amos, Selby, York, Grocer. Jan 1 at 11 at the Londesborough 
Arms Hotel, Selby. Haigh and Co, Selby 

Hodges, Thomas Trophimus, South Camp, Aldershot, Captain in Her 
mong & 76th Regiment, Dec 28 at 12 at offices of Eve, Tanfield 
court, Inner Temple 

Holdsworth, Herbert, Reigate, Surrey, Butcher, Jan 2 at 11,30 at 
offices of Wood, Station rd, Red Hill 

hon, Joha Kinnersley, ani John Kinnersley Hooper, jun, Queen- 
hithe, Wholesale Wine Merchants. Jan 10 at 11 at the Guildhall 
Coffee house, Guildhall yard. Loxloy and Morley, Cheapside 

Howells, William, Danygarn, Carmarthen, Farmer, Dec 2) at 11,30 
at offices of Jones, L'andovery 

Mlingworth, George, Con ro Cheshire, Innkeeper. Jan 2atil at 


offices of Cooper, le 
q pee Thomas, Barnsley, York, Joincr, Jan7 at$ at the Royal 
ote!, Church st, Barnsley. Marshall and Ownsworth, Barnsley 
Jenkins, Thomas, Resolven, Glamorgan, Grocer, Jan 9 at 12,30 at 
8 of Leyson, James at, Neath 
Jerrard, Sarah ‘Ann, Stourbridge, Malina Deo shots at offices of 
pies, 3 am, tourbridge 
Yohn, Albert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Slipper Maker, Jan 3 at 10 at 


) offices of Blair, King st, South Shields 

chneon, Alfred, Wakefield, Brassfounder, Deo 28 at 1} at offices of 
Scholey and Oo, Chancery lane, Wakefield 

Kilshall, Richard, Pendleton, Lancashire, Boot Maker, Dec 31 at 3 at 
Ofioes of Nicholson and Co, Union st, Warr 

Knight, Matthew, and James Th well, Blackburn, Coach 

8 Northgate, Blackbura 


ers, Deo 28 at 8 at offices of Hollan 
Lawes, John, Rowde, Wilts, out of business, Deo 29 atl0 at the George 
pring, Durham, Watchmaker, Jan dat li 


Hotel, Chippenham, Wood Chippenham 
Tae, John, Honghton:ie-8 
at offices of Ki Forster, St John's chambers, Graloger 


1 Ld 
a west, Newosstlecapon-Tyne 





10 at the Half Moon Hotel, Exeter 
Martyn, William Ciiff.rd, St Columb Minor, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. 
Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Whitefield, St Columb 
Mehennet, Richard Samuel, Seaside, ‘Carmarthen, Fish Dealer, Dec 
29 at 1) at offices of Hywel!, Stepney st, Llanelly 
Messiter, William, Trowbridge, Wilts, Baker. Jan 2 at 12 at offices of 
Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge . 
Millership, Richard, Cannock, Stafford, Beer Retai’er. Dec 3! at ll at 
offices of Ebsworth, Bridge st, Weinesbury 
Milner, George, Bramley, York, Brickmiksr. Dac 28 at 2 at officas of 
Bond and Barwick, Albion place, Lzeds 
Montague, James, Brand st, Hornsey rd, Carman. Dec 28 at 3 at offices 
of Parkes, Beaufort builuings, Strand 
Mcore, John, Appleton Wiske, York, Carrier. Jan 3at1l at 34, Albart 
rd, Middlesboroug. Teale, Middlesborough 
Moeratti, Thomas, Hammersmith rd, Watchmaker. Dec 31 at 12 at 
¢effices of Thorp, Cranb urne st, Leicester sq 
Mountford, Richard James, South st, Bermondsey, Diysalter, Dec 
27 at 10 at cffices of Parker,and Boardman, Victoria House, Trinity 
st, Southwark 
Moutrey, James, Carlton Iron works, Durham, Butcher. Jan 7 at 3 at 
offices of Draper, Firkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Mowatt, John Alexander Edward, Manchester, Commission Agent. 
Dec $1 at 3 at offices of Nicho!son, Cooper st, Manchester 
Nicholas, William, The Green, Pembroke, Grocer. Dec 31 at 1 at the 
Guildhal!}, Carmarthen. Gwynne and Stokes, Tenby 
Nidd, Robert Augustus, March, Camtridge, Farmer. Jan 3 at 12.30 
at the Griffin Hotel, March. Gaches, Peterborough 
Oldmeadow, James, Cheltenham, Tin Plate Worker. Dec 27 at 10 at 
offices of Smith, Corn Exchange, Cheltenham 
Orme, Charles, Newton lane end, nr Wakefield, Shopkeeper. Dec 31 
at 11 at offices of Lake, Wakefield 
Parker, Henry, Wakefield, Provision Dealer. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of 
* Lake, Wakefield 
Parkinson, James, Blackburn, Grocer. Dec 28 at 1) at offices of Livessy 
and Talbot, New Market st, Blackburn. Walton, Blackburn 
Pearce, Danie), Abbots Lench, Worcester, Farmer. Jan 3 at 12 atthe 
Star Hotel, Worcester. James and Bodenham, Hereford 
Perry, John, Weston-super-Mare, Builder. Jan 2 at 12 at offices of 
Triggs, Broad st, Bristol, Benson and Thomas, Bristol 
Pickles, Joseph, and Abraham Deacon, Guiseley, York, Worsted 
Spinners. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Hutchinson, Piccadilly cham- 
bers, Braéford 
Prickett, Thomas, Tenby gate, Pambroke, Grocer.. Dec 23 at 3 at 
offiees of Reynolds and Son, Tacker st, Bristol. Corner, Hereferd 
Ramsey, James, Manchester, out of business. Dec 27 at 10 at offices 
of Dawson, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Raybculd, benjamin Sturmey, Stourbridge, Auctioneer. Dec 31 at 10 
at the Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge, Collis, 8 ge 
Rayner, Richard, Bradford, Joiner. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of Har'e, 
Bank st, Leeds 
Riley, George, Rawfolds, York, Woollen Spinner. Dec 28 at 3 at 
offices of Learoyd and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 
Robert, John Phillip Joseph, Durham, Hairdresser. Jan 3 at 11 at 
offices of Thompson and Lisle, Saddler st, Durhan 
Robinson, George, Southpor:, Builder. Dec 31 at 3 at offices of Bar- 
ker, London st, Southport 
Royes, John Thomas, Twida'e, Stafford, Tube Manufacturer, Dec 29 
at 11 at olfices of Barber and Garland, Argyle chambers, Colmore 
row, Birmingham. Docker 
Raddock, Benjamin, East Loftus, York, Beer Merchant. Dec 28 at 11 
at officee of Hanton and Bolsover, High st, Steckton-on-Tees 
Schuck, George, Little Tower st, Merchant. Jaa 7 at $3 at offices of 
Saffery and Co, Old Jewry chambers. Keene and Marsland 
Shaw, Edmund, Leeds, Gommission Ageat. Dec 29 at 12 at offices of 
Hardwicke, Infirnary st, Leeds 
Simpson, William, Bristol, Tailor, Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Williams 
and Co, The Exchange, Bristol. Brittan and Co, Bristol 
Smart, William Gordon, Andrew Merson Lyel!, and Thomas Smith, 
Manchester, Builders. Jan 4 at $ at offices of Gardaer, Cooper st, 
Manchester 
Smedley, Joseph, Bolton, Painter. Deo 23 at $ at officas of Finney, 
Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Smith, Samuel, Short Heath, Stafford, Beerseller. Dee 31 at 3 at 
offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Stainthorpe, George, New Shildon, Darham, Grocer. Jan 4 at 12 at 
offices of Maw, juo, High Bondgate, Bishop Auckland 
Stephens, James Ashby, Hitdenborough, Keat, Farmer. Dee 31 at 12 
at offices of Holcroft and Co, London mn, Sevenoaks 
Studholme, George, Byker, Newcastie-upoa-Tyne, Slater. Dee 23 at 
2 at offices’Sf Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne , 
Swift, William, and Mark Senior, Ossett, York, Worstei Spinners, 
Jan 3 at 3 at the King’s Arms Inn, Market place, Dewsbury. Kerns 
Taylor, Arthur Frederick, Cold Harboar lane, Brixton, Auctioneer. 
$1 at 3 at offices of Hicklin and Washington, Trini y eq, Soath- 


wark 

Taylor, Edward, Hanmanbdy, York, Joiner. Dee Sl at at offices of 
Ledger, Market place, Bridlington, York 

Upton, George, and John William Cox, Birmingham, Tailors. Dee 38 
at Li ate fhe es of Baden, Benneti’s hill, Birmingham 

Wassall, James, Birmingham, Itonmonger. Dec 31 at $ at cffieas of 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham : 

Welford, George Peseor, Stanwick, Northampton, Miller, Dee 27 at 2 
at offices of Simpson, Higham Ferrers 

White, Arthar Baward, Lindiey, Huddersfield, Greengrocer. Jan 3 at 
11 at offices of Milnes, New st, Huddersfield 

Wi'oman, William Henry, Newport, Lincoln, Coal Agent Jan $ at 12 
at offices of Tweed and Stephens caeraen, Lincoln 

Wilkinson, Michael, Brunton, Mortham Farmer, Deo 23 at 11 

Bondgate without, Alnwick 


at offices of Middlem 

WaT ree Se ee 
y . Homer, 

Niassa, Teee“Ketny, Gales, tron, Mester’. dan 9 at tah the Wrekin 


Wilitiama, John, Ketley, 


Tron. 
Rotel, Wellington, Salop, Newili, Wellington 
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‘Williams, Morgan, Pontmorlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper. Dec 29 
at l-at offices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wilson, Alfred, and Henry Prats, King st, West Smithfield, Wholesale 
Provision Dealers. Dec 27 at 2 at the Bridge House Hotel. Borough 
High st, Surrey. May and Co, Adelaide place, London bridge 

—"s Birstal, Grocer. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Marn, High st, 


Charles 





—— 
I UDGATE CIROUS (Close to).—To Buildj 

Societies, Public Companies, Solicitors, and others.—To be 
excellent well lighted Suites of Officeson each ef the first and 
floors of capital Modern Premises suitable for any Professional Pyp. 
pore. Rents—First floor, £200 and £180 per annum; Third floor, £49 

per annum -—Messrs. Desznaam, Tzwsoy, & 

Farmer, 80, Cheapside, B.C. 





r] 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Coeoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pare Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. i 

The Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 

e for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Tavalids aad Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTina A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vanilla Chocolate, and may be taken when richer choc:late is pro- 


In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3., &¢., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprie‘ors, 


H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 


67, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Muse1m), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless system of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 








FEED YOUR CHILDREW 
D® RIDGES 


PATENT COOKED F000: 





EDE AND SON 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, UC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER’S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 

, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 

nts generally, is published on the first day of each month, 

and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C., 

or will be sent by postin return for two stamps.—Particulars for inser- 

tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1878. . 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 
beg to announce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, Building 
Land, Ground-rents, Reversions, and other Properties, will be held at 
the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, in the 
City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, January $ Tuesday, May 7 
Tuesday, January 22 | Tuesday, May 14 
Tuesday, February 5 | Tuesday, May 21 
Tuesday, February 19 | Tuesday, May 28 
Tuesday, March 5 Tuesday, June 4 
Tuerday, June 11 
Tuesday, June 18 
Tuesday, Jane a 








Tuesday, July 23 
Tuesday, July 30 
Tuesday, August 6 
Tuesday, August 13 
Tuesday, August 20 
Tuesday, October 1 
Tuesday, October 15 
T October 22 


Tuesday, March 12 
Tuesday, March 19 
T y¥, March 26 
Tuesday, April 2 Tuesday, J 


y July 
Tuesday, July 9 
Tuesday, July 16 


Tuesday, April 9 
Tuesday, April 16 
Tuesday, April 30 

Auctions can also be held on other days besides those above specified. 
Dae noticein any care should be given, in order to insure proper pub- 
lieity; the between such notice and the auction must, of 
course, considerably depend spon the nature of the property intended 
6 be sold —86, Chea , London, EC. 











“The Economy of Nature provides a Remedy for every Complaint, 


RHEUMATISM, SCIATICA, 
AND LUMBAGO. 


VICKERS’? ARTILACTIC 


Cures Rheumatism, Sciatica, and Lumbago. 


VICKERS? ANTILACTIC 


Is the Recipe of a famous Physician. 


VICKERS? ANTILACTIE 


Helps Nature to expel from the system the poisonous acid 
which causes Rheumatism, &c., &c. 


VICKERS? ANTILACTIC 


Is sold by Chemis's, in Bottles, at 1s. 14d., 2s, 9d., 4s, 6d, 
: and lls. ; or sent direct from the Depot, 
CUSTOM HOUSE ee 7.7". LOWER f AMES STREET, 
N 





Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & CGO. 





| 
— | 
-— | 
_— | 
on 
-_ | 
-_— | 
- | 

et 


THE 


“COCKBURN” JUDICATURE CASE. 


The above cases are made to hold Foolscap forms, as directed tobe 
used by Rule 56 of the new Judicature Act, and are the most con- 
venient for that purpose hitherto offered to the Profe sion. Made in 
the best manner, of strong block tin, japanned and polished; they are 
far more durable than those constructed of wood, and less expensive. 


SIZE No, 1.—184in. by 14jin. by 104in. 
With folding doors and twelve Shelves........sseeeeeKl 10 0 
Do., with fall front, in lieu of folding doors ....... desiecocons BOE 


SIZE No, 2,—18}in. by 14 jin. by 17in. 

With folding doors fitted with twenty shelves (best make) 2 10 @ 
Doo., With FATE (FOE. esccccsdscncsesveccseoseevcnescsssorceeenoeseseses 276 
If fitted with patent locks, Hobbs’ or Netilefold’s, 58. 6d, extra 

Chubb’s, 16s, 


C. H, GRIFFITHS & CO., 43 and 45, Cannon-street, E.C. 


HE OENTRAL LAW JOURNAL, a quarto of 16 
pages in each number, is published weekly in St. Louis, Mo; ts 
fresh, vigorous, varied, and practical; affords to its subscribers the 
very latest information in regard to important decisions in State and 
Federal Courts long before their publication elsewhere; furn 
rompt and gereral legal news; is, in short, a law library in itelf, 
Head what its subscribers say :— 
“It is, in fact, what it purports to be, a legal newspaper.”—Chief 
Justice Waite, United States Supreme Court. 
“ It is of great service both to the practitioner and ths judge.”—Hon. 
J. P, Bradley, United States Supreme Court. 
‘¢1 should much regret to forego the weekly instruction and pleisare 
I have derived from it. Aside from the miscellansous coatent of 
Journal, which ara always readable, the large number of recent cases 
ich it farni-hes, in authentic shape, and much in advances of the 
regalar My “ree makes it of groat practival use to the profession. 
—Francis Hiltiard, Worcester. } 
“It is seldom that @ new journal in any fisld is enabled, from the 
start, to achieve so & success, and none ever deserved it better. 
—FHion. Thomas M, Cooley, Ano Harbour, Mic 














he 
Subscription price, 6 dols, per annum, Bound, vol, 1 (1874), 5 dois. 
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